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READING SELF-EFFICACY IN EARLY 
ADOLESCENCE: WHICH MEASURE WORKS BEST?  
 
The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the relationship between self-efficacy 
and reading achievement and to examine the predictive validity of a variety of reading 
self-efficacy measures in a sample of 364 students in Grades 4 to 6.  Mean differences in 
self-efficacy were also examined by gender, ethnicity, and school type.  Results 
suggested that the four measures of reading self-efficacy were psychometrically sound.  
Mean differences were not present for students based on gender or ethnicity.  Elementary 
school students reported higher levels of reading test self-efficacy than did middle school 
students.  Reading self-efficacy predicted reading performance as measured by four 
different outcomes (i.e., language arts grades, scores on a standardized reading test, 
teacher ratings of students’ reading competence, and daily minutes read).  For these 
analyses, the type of reading self-efficacy that most closely corresponded with the 
performance outcome was the best predictor.  These findings suggest that reading self-
efficacy is best measured in a context-specific manner. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
 Reading instruction begins as early as kindergarten for most students, if not in the 
preschool years.  Some students are able to master necessary reading skills with ease, but 
others struggle throughout their time in school and beyond.  Literacy researchers have 
shown that students who achieve reading proficiency experience a variety of positive 
outcomes that put them at an advantage over their less proficient peers.  Students who do 
well in reading are more likely to achieve in other academic areas, like math and science, 
and to be more engaged in academics in general (Child Trends Data Bank [CTDB], 2011; 
Grimm, 2008; Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000).  Students who are good readers also tend to 
graduate from high school and college at higher rates and are more likely to secure jobs 
after graduation (CTDB, 2011).  In contrast, students who struggle with reading might be 
at risk for academic, emotional, and behavioral problems.  Those who have difficulty 
developing reading skills often report less engagement in school, poor self-esteem, and 
lower motivation (Grimm, 2008; Joseph & Schisler, 2006).  These students might also be 
at a higher risk for dropping out of school, developing behavior problems, and having 
lower paying jobs as adults (Grimm, 2008; Joseph & Schisler, 2006).  Becoming a 
competent reader allows students to experience success in all subjects, such as math, 
science, and history.  These academic successes help students to develop confidence in 
their abilities as learners (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). 
 Educators and researchers have worked to understand what skills students need to 
become proficient readers.  Reading proficiency has been defined as the mastery of three 
basic skills with underlying sub-skills (National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development [NICHD], 2000).  The first essential skill is alphabetics, which includes 
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knowledge of the alphabet and the development of phonemic awareness.  The second 
skill, fluency, involves learning to read text accurately and at an appropriate pace.  The 
final basic reading skill is comprehension, which includes appropriate knowledge of 
vocabulary and text understanding (NICHD, 2000).   
 Students must also be able to utilize appropriate self-regulatory strategies while 
reading.  Self-regulated learners are “individuals who seek to proactively and efficiently 
manage their lives to achieve self-set goals” (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006, p. 56).  Within 
the context of reading, specific self-regulatory skills include checking for text 
understanding, recognizing when one is distracted while reading, and using available 
tools, like dictionaries, to figure out the meaning of difficult words (Leslie & Caldwell, 
2006).   
 Competent readers need to master basic reading skills and have the ability to 
regulate their behaviors.  For example, a student may have an understanding of 
alphabetics, fluency, and comprehension, but if she is unable to regulate her behaviors 
and emotions (e.g., get herself to read when there are more interesting things to do or 
organize her environment to be conducive to reading), she might have difficulty 
developing into a competent reader.  Mastering basic reading skills and learning to self-
regulate are necessary parts of developing reading competence (Paris & Paris, 2001; 
Smith, Borkowski, & Whitman, 2008).   
Statement of the Problem 
 Teachers spend countless hours working to develop students’ reading skills and to 
encourage students to see the value of becoming a good reader.  In spite of these efforts, 
many students are still lagging behind in the area of reading achievement.  In 2011, only 
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34% of fourth- and eighth-grade students were reading at a proficient or advanced level, 
according to the Nation’s Report Card (National Assessment of Educational Progress 
[NAEP], 2011).  In addition, achievement gaps have been found among fourth-grade 
students.  In 2011, 34% of European American students scored at proficient or above, 
compared to 16% of African American students and 19% of Latino students (NAEP, 
2011).  The gender of a student also appears to be a factor in reading achievement.  Girls 
report feeling more confident in reading, place a higher value on being a good reader, and 
have higher scores than do boys on measures of reading achievement (NAEP, 
2011;Wigfield et al., 1997).  These achievement gaps have been consistent throughout all 
years of the NAEP project, dating back to 1992 (NAEP, 2011).   
 Researchers have often focused on the cognitive aspects of reading, working to 
develop interventions to increase specific reading skills (Wigfield, 1997).  However, 
having knowledge about reading skills does not ensure that students will become engaged 
in reading and achieve in this area.  A child may understand the skills it takes to be a 
good reader, but without appropriate motivation the skills may never be put to use 
(Bandura, 1997).  Wigfield, Guthrie, Tonks, and Perencevich (2004) suggested that, 
“because reading is an effortful activity that often involves choice, motivation is crucial 
to reading engagement” (p. 299).  Researchers have noted that investigations of student 
motivation might provide insights into why many students are experiencing difficulties 
along the path to reading competency (Wigfield, 1997; Wigfield et al., 2004).  
Theoretical Framework 
 Motivation is a broad topic that has been conceptualized in many ways.  In this 
paper, I will focus on how motivation has been defined within the framework of social 
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cognitive theory, in which self-efficacy is a central construct (Bandura, 1997).  Self-
efficacy refers to the beliefs people have about their capabilities.  People who believe 
they are capable to effect changes in their lives are more motivated to achieve their goals 
(Bandura, 1997).   
 In the early 20th century, the prevailing theories of human functioning explained 
behavior in terms of the individual simply reacting to the outside environment or working 
to reduce drives or impulses.  In 1977, Albert Bandura presented social cognitive theory 
as a response to these earlier theories.  Bandura (1997) explained that the desire to control 
one’s environment was the foundation of human behavior.  As people are able to exert 
control over their environments, they are more likely to secure positive outcomes.  
Bandura did not discount the effect of the environment on behavior, but he postulated 
that individuals were capable of making changes to their environments.  He proposed that 
“people are agentic operators in their life course, not just on-looking hosts of brain 
mechanisms orchestrated by environmental events” (Bandura, 1997, p. 5).   
 Bandura (1986) identified several basic human capabilities that make people 
active participants in their own lives.  People are able to use symbols and engage in 
forethought to make meaning of the world around them and to set goals.  Individuals can 
also take part in vicarious learning, modifying their behavior based on the actions of 
others.  Finally, people can engage in self-regulation and self-reflection.  These self-
referential processes allow individuals to monitor and assess their behavior so they can 
make changes in future behavior.  Human behavior is not just a reaction to the 
environment, but the result of variety of personal, environmental, and behavioral factors 
interacting and influencing each other (Bandura, 1986, Pajares, 2002).   
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 This interactive relationship between personal, environmental, and behavioral 
factors is called reciprocal determinism.  In reciprocal determinism, personal factors, like 
self-beliefs, influence how people behave and interact with their environments.  In turn, a 
person’s behaviors and environments can influence the kinds of self-beliefs that are 
developed.  This interactive process illustrates the idea that individuals are agentic 
beings, capable of effecting changes in their lives (Bandura, 1986).  For example, a 
student may believe that she is not a good reader.  This self-belief is a personal factor that 
may have developed based on the student’s past performance in reading.  This self-belief 
may change her future academic behaviors.  The student’s lack of confidence may result 
in her disengaging from reading tasks, in and out of school, in an effort to preserve a 
positive self-concept and to provide protection from failure experiences.  These 
behavioral choices may limit her opportunities to master reading skills, thus confirming 
her negative self-beliefs.  Finally, environmental influences, such as a competitive 
classroom environment or lack of reading models, could serve to further alter her self-
beliefs and behaviors.  These personal, behavioral, and environmental factors interact in a 
complex way, influencing whether or not the student develops into a competent reader. 
 Central to social cognitive theory is self-efficacy, a specific self-belief that can 
influence individuals’ behaviors and environments.  Bandura (1997) described self-
efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 
required to produce given attainments” (p. 3).  Efficacy beliefs are based on perceived 
capabilities and are domain and task specific (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006).  A student 
may be confident in his ability to do well on a mathematics test but have low self-efficacy 
for reading aloud in language arts class.  Within a domain, efficacy beliefs can fluctuate 
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based on the difficulty of the task at hand.  Some students may be confident in their 
abilities to understand individual words in a passage but have difficulty with 
comprehension of an entire reading passage. 
 Self-efficacy for self-regulated learning refers to students’ beliefs about their 
capabilities to set goals and sustain the behaviors necessary for achieving goals 
(Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992).  Students may be confident in their 
academic abilities, but still express doubts about their capabilities to organize and direct 
their behavior to achieve academic goals For this reason, understanding students’ self-
beliefs about their academic and self-regulatory capabilities is important when thinking 
about factors that influence achievement.   
Development of Self-Efficacy 
 People tend to rely on four sources of information as they develop and modify 
their efficacy beliefs: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, and 
physiological states (Bandura, 1997).  Mastery experiences are the cognitive 
interpretations students give to their performance on a specific task (Bandura, 1997).  For 
example, a student may succeed in reading a challenging book, thereby increasing her 
confidence for future reading tasks.  Although the label given to this source has a positive 
connotation, these enactive experiences can be successful or unsuccessful.  Mastery 
experiences have the strongest influence on the development of self-efficacy and are 
influential in the way students construct their efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997; Usher & 
Pajares, 2008b).  A second source, vicarious experience, allows for the modification of 
self-efficacy through the modeled experience of others.  These models can be real or 
symbolic (Bandura, 1997).  A student’s self-efficacy for reading could also be increased 
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by seeing peers be successful in reading or having significant others, like parents and 
teachers, model enjoyment for reading.  Social persuasions, or the evaluative messages 
that students receive from others, form the third source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  
Students may receive messages from teachers or parents about their reading abilities that 
can raise or lower their reading confidence.  Finally, students’ physiological states, such 
as how anxious they feel when completing a reading task, also have an influence on the 
development and modification of efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997).  A student might feel 
anxious while reading out loud.  Depending on how this physiological state is interpreted, 
these feelings of anxiety might undermine a student’s confidence for reading out loud in 
the future. 
 Weighing and integrating the information one receives about one’s capabilities 
and engaging in self-reflection are complex cognitive tasks.  For this reason, Bandura 
(1997) cautioned that the efficacy beliefs of children might not always be accurate or 
stable.  Young children may have particular difficulty processing information from 
multiple sources, deciding what information is most important, and accurately assessing 
the skills needed for a particular task, resulting in reports of inflated levels of self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  As children get older, their self-appraisals often become more 
accurate.  This may be reflected in a decrease in self-efficacy as children age.  The 
transition from upper elementary to middle school appears to be a time when declines in 
efficacy beliefs are first seen (Schunk & Meece, 2006).  Bandura recommended that 
researchers investigate the accuracy of children’s efficacy judgments across different age 
groups in an effort to provide a clearer picture about developmental changes in self-
efficacy.   
 
	   8	  
Effects of Self-Efficacy 
 
 Self-efficacy has been shown to predict performance in many different areas of 
human functioning.  Researchers have investigated the influence of efficacy beliefs on 
behavior in diverse areas, such as the workplace, politics, mental health, and athletics.  
This body of work has demonstrated that what people believe about their capabilities 
plays an important role in their ability to engage in and sustain behaviors needed for 
success (Bandura, 1997).  
 Self-efficacy is also an important factor in school performance and success.  
Students with high self-efficacy expend more effort in school, persist with tasks in the 
face of challenges, set challenging goals for themselves, and have better academic skills 
(Pajares, 2006).  For example, self-efficacious students are more likely to be better self-
regulators, engaging in behaviors that are crucial to academic success like self-
monitoring and self-evaluation (Klassen & Usher, 2010).  Across a variety of academic 
domains, self-efficacy has been shown to be a better predictor of achievement than past 
performance and intelligence (Bandura, 1997; Klassen & Usher, 2010).   
Purpose and Organization of the Study 
 The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between reading self-
efficacy and reading achievement.  The study is organized in the following manner: 
review of the literature (including problem statement and research questions and 
hypotheses), method, results, and discussion (including implications and directions for 
future research).  
  
Copyright © Raven Richardson Piercey 2013 
 
	   9	  
Chapter 2: Review of the Reading Self-Efficacy Literature 
 Much of the research on self-efficacy and achievement has been conducted in the 
area of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) (Klassen & Usher, 
2010).  For example, in the area of mathematics, efficacy beliefs have been shown to 
predict achievement better than previous performance, self-concept, and general mental 
ability (Pajares, 1996; Pajares & Kranzler, 1995; Pajares & Miller, 1994).  Less attention 
has been focused on efficacy beliefs in the area of reading.  In fact, fewer than 10% of 
self-efficacy studies conducted in academic settings in the last decade examined how 
these beliefs operate in literacy domains (i.e., reading, writing, and language arts) 
(Klassen & Usher, 2010).   
 I will next review the literature in this area with four objectives.  I will begin with 
a discussion of how reading self-efficacy has been measured and provide a critique of 
measures based on Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for scale development.  I will also 
highlight findings that illustrate how the relationship between reading self-efficacy and 
achievement may be influenced by student characteristics, such as grade level, gender, or 
ethnicity.  Finally, I will focus on the relationship that has been established between 
reading self-efficacy and reading achievement for upper elementary and middle school 
students.   
I identified articles for this literature review by searching online databases for 
articles with the key words reading, self-efficacy, motivation, confidence, attitudes, and 
self-beliefs in different combinations.  I reviewed abstracts and method sections to 
determine the relevance of the article to the current study.  The reference lists of pertinent 
articles were also examined to locate additional articles.  Studies that were published after 
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1977 were included.  I chose to exclude earlier studies because the construct of self-
efficacy was not introduced until this date (i.e., Bandura, 1977).  Studies were selected 
for review if they included the specific construct of reading self-efficacy or the more 
general construct of reading motivation.  Examining this more general subset of research 
allowed for thorough review and critique of the reading motivation literature.  I focused 
the present study on children and adolescents; therefore, I elected not to review studies on 
reading self-efficacy with adult samples.  Table 1 provides information about the studies 
included in the review.  
Measuring Reading Self-Efficacy 
 Researchers have attempted to understand the relationship between students’ 
reading self-beliefs and reading achievement by developing measures of reading self-
efficacy.  Most reading self-efficacy measures can be characterized in one of two ways: 
self-efficacy for general reading ability and self-efficacy for specific reading skills and 
tasks.  Table 2 provides a list of reading self-efficacy sample items, which are discussed 
in greater detail below. 
General Reading Self-Efficacy   
 Researchers have often investigated reading self-efficacy by developing measures 
that assess self-efficacy for general reading ability.  These measures have typically been 
included as a part of a larger reading motivation instrument (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; 
Guthrie et al., 2007; Lau, 2009a, 2009b, Wigfield et al., 2004).  In one frequently used 
measure, the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ), reading motivation is 
conceptualized as a multi-dimensional construct.  This measure includes eleven subscales 
with items assessing self-efficacy, work avoidance, compliance, and interest, among
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Table 1 
Reading Self-Efficacy Studies 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings 
Schunk & Rice 
(1992) 
 
33 students in 
Grades 4 and 5 
Skills-specific 
passages and 
questions (no 
items provided) 
Three experimental 
conditions: reading 
strategy instruction, 
reading strategy 
instruction and value, 
and instructional control 
 
Author developed 
reading 
comprehension 
measure 
(passages 
followed by 
questions) 
Students in the strategy-value 
feedback group made pre-post 
test gains in reading self-efficacy 
and had higher reading 
comprehension skills. 
 
Eccles et al. (1993) 
 
 
865 students in 
Grades 1, 2, and 
4  
 
General  
 
Subjective task values in 
reading 
 
None reported 
 
Grade-level: Younger children 
had higher reading competence 
beliefs.  
Gender: No differences in 
reading competence beliefs for 
girls and boys. 
 
Schunk & Rice 
(1993) 
 
44 students in 
Grade 5  
Skills-specific 
passages and 
questions (no 
items provided) 
Self-reported reading 
strategy use 
Author developed 
reading 
comprehension 
measure 
(passages 
followed by 
questions) 
 
Achievement: Reading self-
efficacy was positively related to 
strategy use.  Post-test self-
efficacy explained 23% of the 
variance in post-test skill. 
Chapman & Tunmer 
(1995) 
771 students in 
Grades K – 5  
Skills-specific  None Reading and 
spelling 
standardized tests 
(New Zealand) 
Grade-level: Reading 
competence was related to 
reading achievement for older 
students (Grades 4 and 5), but  
 
	  
12	  
Table 1 (continued) 
 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings 
     not younger students (Grade 1) 
 
Shell, Colvin, & 
Bruning (1995) 
364 students in 
Grades 4, 7, and 
10  
Skills-specific  Outcome expectancy, 
causal attributions 
California 
Achievement 
Test (reading 
comprehension 
and reading 
vocabulary) 
Achievement: Students with 
higher reading self-efficacy had 
higher scores on the CAT across 
all grade-levels. 
Grade-level differences: Students 
in Grade 4 had lower reading 
task self-efficacy than students in 
Grades 7 and 10. 
 
Wentzel (1996) 
 
290 students in 
Grade 6  
 
General (adapted 
from the MSLQ) 
 
Intrinsic value, pursuit of 
social goals, performance 
and mastery goal 
orientations 
 
Reading grades 
(at the end of 
Grade 6 and 
Grade 8) 
 
Achievement: Social goal pursuit 
independently predicted reading 
grades even when motivation 
variables were taken into account 
(self-efficacy did not).  
Gender: Girls had higher reading 
self-efficacy than boys. 
 
Wigfield & Guthrie 
(1997) 
105 students in 
Grade 4 and 5 
(two data 
collection points 
during one 
school year) 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the MRQ) 
Other subscales of the 
MRQ (challenge, 
curiosity, importance, 
competition, recognition, 
reading for grades, social 
reasons for reading, 
compliance),  
Reading activity 
(breadth), out of 
school reading 
amount (amount) 
Achievement: Reading self-
efficacy was correlated with 
reading amount and reading 
breadth in the fall, but only 
reading breadth in the spring.   
Grade-level: Fourth graders had 
higher reading self-efficacy than 
fifth-graders, in the fall, but not 
the spring. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings 
     Gender: Girls had higher reading 
self-efficacy than boys in the 
fall, but not the spring. 
 
Wigfield et al. (1997) 615 students in 
Grades 1 
through 3 (three-
year longitudinal 
study) 
General  Subjective task value Mother and 
teacher ratings of 
reading 
competence 
Achievement: Reading self-
efficacy was related to mother 
and teacher ratings for older 
students, but not younger 
students. 
Grade-level: Children’s reading 
self-efficacy decreased over 
time. 
Gender: Girls had higher reading 
self-efficacy than boys. 
 
Baker & Wigfield 
(1999) 
 
371 students in 
Grades 5 and 6 
(Black and 
White) 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the MRQ) 
Reading activity Gates-MacGinitie 
Reading test, 
curriculum- 
based 
performance 
assessment, 
Comprehensive 
Test of Basic 
Skills (CTBS) 
Achievement: Reading self-
efficacy subscale of the MRQ 
was not correlated with the three 
measures of achievement for the 
full sample.  In subgroup 
analyses, reading self-efficacy 
was correlated with achievement 
(CTBS and performance 
assessment) for white students 
only. Gender: Girls had higher 
reading self-efficacy than boys. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings   
     Ethnicity: African American 
students had higher reading self-
efficacy than white students 
 
Bouffard et al. (2003) 
 
115 students in 
Grade 1 (three-
year study) 
General (items 
unclear)  
Intrinsic motivation End of year 
reading grade 
Achievement: Self-perceptions 
of reading competence predicted 
achievement during all waves of 
the study. 
Gender: No difference in 
perceptions of reading 
competence between boys and 
girls at any grade level, although 
boys’ perceptions of reading 
competence began to decline 
earlier (after first grade) than 
girls (after third grade). 
 
Wigfield et al. (2004) 350 students in 
Grade 3  
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the MRQ) 
Two instructional 
conditions: Concept-
oriented reading 
instruction and strategy 
instruction 
 
Reading activity Achievement: Reading self-
efficacy increased for students in 
the CORI group. Reading 
activity increased for students in 
both groups. 
Nelson & Manset-
Williamson (2006) 
20 students with 
learning 
disabilities in 
Grades 4 
through 8 
 
Skills-specific 
passages and 
questions (no 
items provided) 
Reading attributions to 
strategy use, reading 
affect 
None reported Other: Reading self-efficacy was 
negatively related to negative 
affect for reading. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings   
Guthrie et al. (2007) 
 
31 students in 
Grade 4 (Asian, 
Black, Latino, 
and White) 
(data collected at 
two time points 
during the 
school year) 
 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the MRQ and 
interview 
questions) 
Reading engagement 
rating (teacher), MRQ 
subscales: curiosity, 
preference for challenge, 
and involvement 
Gates-MacGinitie 
Reading test, 
author developed 
reading 
comprehension 
test 
Achievement: Student self-report 
on MRQ (curiosity, preference 
for challenge, involvement, and 
efficacy) was not related to 
teacher ratings or growth in 
reading comprehension.   
Metallidou & 
Vlachou (2007) 
263 students in 
Grades 5 and 6 
(Greece) 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the MSLQ) 
Other MSLQ subscales: 
intrinsic value, test 
anxiety, cognitive 
strategy use, and self-
regulation strategy use 
 
Teachers’ ratings 
of achievement 
(scale of 1 to 20) 
Achievement: Self-efficacy was 
the most significant predictor of 
teachers’ ratings of achievement. 
Grade-level: Younger students 
had higher reading self-efficacy 
than older students.  
 
Swalander & Taube 
(2007) 
4,018 students in 
Grade 8 
(Sweden) 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the SRLQ) 
Reading attitude, family-
based prerequisites 
(mother and father’s 
education level, number 
of books in the home, 
access to a daily 
newspaper) 
 
Standardized 
reading tests 
Achievement: Verbal self-
concept (included self-efficacy 
scale) had the strongest effect on 
reading achievement. 
Gender: Boys had higher reading 
self-efficacy than girls. 
Liew et al. (2008) 
 
733 students in 
Grade 1 through 
3 (three-year 
longitudinal 
study) 
Skills-specific  Ego-resiliency (rated by 
teachers), effortful and 
inhibitory control, child 
and family influences  
Woodcock-
Johnson III 
Reading Test 
Achievement: Academic SE was 
correlated with achievement 
across all waves. 
Ethnicity: Non-white students 
had higher academic SE at Wave  
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Table 1 (continued) 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings   
   related to achievement 
(gender, IQ, ethnicity, 
SES) 
 
 1 than white students. By Wave 
2, no differences. 
Lau (2009a) 
 
1,792 students in 
Grades 4 
through 11 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the Chinese 
version of the 
MRQ  
 
Intrinsic motivation, 
extrinsic motivation, 
social motivation 
Achievement 
determined by 
school placement 
Achievement: Students in higher 
achieving schools had higher 
reading self-efficacy.  
Grade level: Older students 
reported lower reading self-
efficacy than younger students.   
 
Lau (2009b) 
 
1,146 students in 
middle and high 
school 
General (self-
efficacy subscale 
of the Chinese 
version of the 
MRQ) 
 
Intrinsic motivation, 
extrinsic motivation, 
social motivation, 
perceptions of reading 
instruction 
Reading amount Achievement (outcome) Reading 
self-efficacy did not predict 
reading amount (IM and SM for 
junior high and IM for high 
school). 
Grade level: Junior high students 
had higher reading self-efficacy 
than high school students. 
 
Guthrie et al. (2009) 
 
 
245 students in 
Grade 5 (Black 
and White) 
 
Skills-specific  
 
Intrinsic motivation, 
avoidance, perceived 
difficulty 
 
Gates-MacGinitie 
Reading Test, 
Woodcock-
Johnson III 
Reading Fluency 
Test, word 
recognition 
assessment 
 
 
Achievement: Perceived 
difficulty explained more of the 
variance in the outcome 
measures than self-efficacy. 
Ethnicity: White students had 
higher achievement, but no 
differences were found in self-
efficacy based on ethnicity. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Authors Participants SE Measure Correlates Outcome 
Measure 
Relevant findings   
Klassen (2010) 
 
146 students in 
Grades 8 and 9 
(with and 
without learning 
disabilities) 
Skills-specific 
(no items 
provided) 
Self-efficacy for self-
regulated learning 
(general) 
End of term 
English grades, 
Woodcock-
Johnson III 
Reading Test 
Achievement: Reading SE was 
correlated with SESRL, reading 
score, and reading grade for both 
student groups. 
Gender: Girls had higher 
SESRL. 
 
Smith et al. (2012) 480 students in 
Grade 3 and 480 
students in 
Grade 7 in New 
Zealand 
Reading self-
efficacy 
Reading enjoyment New Zealand 
National 
Education 
Monitoring 
Project reading 
assessment 
Grade-level: Reading self-
efficacy was higher for Grade 3 
students than Grade 7 students. 
Gender: Girls reported higher 
reading self-efficacy and reading 
enjoyment than did boys. 
Achievement: Reading self-
efficacy was positively 
correlated with reading 
achievement. 
 
Guthrie et al. (2013) 1,159 students in 
Grade 7 
Motivations for 
Reading 
Information 
Books in Schools 
(MRIB-S) self-
efficacy scale (no 
items provided) 
MRIB-S subscales: 
intrinsic motivation, 
valuing of reading, 
prosocial goals, 
devaluing of reading, 
perceived difficulty, and 
antisocial goals 
 
Researcher-
developed 
reading 
achievement 
measure 
Achievement: In both a 
traditional language arts 
classroom and the intervention 
classroom, self-efficacy was 
positively related to 
informational text 
comprehension.  
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Table 2 
Sample Items from Reading Self-Efficacy Scales 
 
General Reading Self-Efficacy Items 
 
   How good in reading are you? (Eccles et al., 1993) 
   I think I will receive a good grade in reading class. (Wentzel, 1996).  
   I know that I will do well in reading next year. (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997).  
   If you were to list all the students in your class from the worst to the best in reading 
         where would you put yourself? (Wigfield et al., 1997).  
   In comparison to my other school subjects, I am best at reading. (Baker & Wigfield, 
     1999).  
    I am a good reader. (Wigfield et al., 2004) 
    I learn more from reading than most students in the class (Guthrie et al., 2007) 
   Compared with others in my reading class, I think I am good student (Metallidou &  
         Vlachou, 2007).  
   I’m confident I can understand the most complex material presented by my reading 
         teacher. (Swalander & Taube, 2007). 
   My reading ability is very good. (Lau, 2009a, 2009b).  
 
Skills-Specific Reading Self-Efficacy Items 
 
   How sure are you that you can read a letter from a friend? (Shell et al., 1995) 
   How sure are you that you can understand the main idea of a story? (Shell et al., 1995) 
   Can you work out hard words in a story even if there are no pictures? (Chapman & 
         Tunmer, 1995)  
   How good are you at reading alone? (Liew et al., 2008).  
   Can you sound out long words? (Guthrie et al., 2009) 
 
other things (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997).  The reading self-efficacy subscale from this 
measure includes three items (e.g., “I am a good reader.”).  Researchers have reported 
reliabilities ranging from .51 to .82 for the self-efficacy subscale of the MRQ (Baker & 
Wigfield, 1999; Lau, 2009b; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997).  Exploratory factor analysis of 
the MRQ resulted in a three-factor structure.  The self-efficacy items were included on 
the first factor, along with items from the following subscales: social reasons for reading, 
reading curiosity, involvement in reading, reading for recognition, and reading challenge 
(Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997).  
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 Reading self-efficacy has also been assessed in a global manner with items taken 
from the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Metallidou & 
Vlachou, 2007; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990; Wentzel, 1996) and the Program for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) Self-Regulated Learning Questionnaire (SRLQ) 
(Swalander & Taube, 2007).  The MSLQ includes a self-efficacy subscale, along with 
other subscales assessing cognitive and self-regulatory strategies.  The self-efficacy 
subscale includes nine items such as, “I expect to do well in reading” (Wentzel, 1996).  
The SRLQ also contains multiple subscales assessing constructs such as self-efficacy, 
effort, and verbal self-concept.  The self-efficacy subscale includes four items (e.g., “I’m 
certain I can understand the most difficult material presented by the (reading) teacher.”) 
(Swalander & Taube, 2007).  Exploratory factor analysis demonstrated the 
multidimensionality of the both of these measures (Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007; Pintrich 
& DeGroot, 1990; Swalander & Taube, 2007).  Researchers have reported reliabilities 
ranging from .75 to .82 for the self-efficacy subscale of the MSLQ and .71 to .85 for 
theself-efficacy subscale of the SRLQ (Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007; Swalander &  
Taube,2007; Wentzel, 1996). 
 
Reading Skills Self-Efficacy   
 Other researchers have measured reading self-efficacy with items crafted to elicit 
students’ self-beliefs about specific reading tasks and skills (Chapman & Tunmer, 1995; 
Guthrie et al., 2007; Nelson & Manset-Williamson, 2006; Schunk & Rice, 1992, 1993; 
Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995; Shell, Murphy, & Bruning, 1989).  In these skills-
specific measures, students are asked to rate their confidence in succeeding at reading 
tasks and skills, such as “How sure are you that you can read all the words on a page in 
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one of your schoolbooks?” (Shell et al., 1995).  Other reading skills self-efficacy 
measures involve actual reading tasks, such as a passage followed by comprehension 
questions.  Students are asked to review the reading passage and comprehension 
questions and rate their ability to successfully read a passage and answer questions of that 
difficulty level (Nelson & Manset-Williamson, 2006; Schunk & Rice, 1992, 1993).  
Researchers using measures that assess self-efficacy for specific reading skills and tasks 
have reported reliabilities ranging from .57 to .97.  The dimensionality of these measures 
has not been addressed in the literature.   
Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading   
 Although students’ use of self-regulatory behaviors have often been the focus of 
studies on reading achievement, only one study was found that included a measure 
assessing self-efficacy for self-regulation.  However, the items used in this study were 
general self-regulatory items, rather than items specific to reading.  Klassen (2010) used 
items from Bandura’s (2006) Children’s Self-Efficacy Scale to assess students’ beliefs 
about their capabilities for self-regulation.  The items included in this measure are written 
in general terms, without specific references to self-regulation in the context of reading.  
A sample item from this scale is, “How well can you finish assignments by deadlines?” 
(Bandura, 2006; Klassen, 2010).  Researchers have reported reliabilities ranging from .81 
to .83 (Klassen, 2010; Usher & Pajares, 2008a).  The items in the Self-Efficacy for Self-
Regulated Learning Scale have been shown to represent a unidimensional construct 
(Usher & Pajares, 2008a).  To date, researchers have not measured self-efficacy for self-
regulation in reading.  
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Qualitative Measures of Reading Self-Efficacy 
 Reading self-efficacy has rarely been studied using qualitative methods.  One 
study was located that used open-ended interview questions to assess students’ reading 
motivation (Guthrie et al., 2007).  During the interview, students were asked to respond 
to four reading self-efficacy questions about two different types of books: a narrative 
book and an informational book.  The students were asked, “Were you good at reading 
this book? What made you think that?” and “Were there any hard parts in this book?  
What did you do when you came to those parts?” for each type of book.  The researchers 
developed a four-level coding scheme to analyze these qualitative data (Guthrie et al., 
2007).  
Critique of Reading Self-Efficacy Measures 
 Despite the many different ways that researchers have attempted to measure 
reading self-efficacy, few have been closely aligned with Bandura’s (2006) established 
guidelines for creating self-efficacy scales.  Self-efficacy refers to individuals’ beliefs 
about their capabilities, so items on self-efficacy measures should be phrased in terms of 
what people believe they “can do.”  Phrasing items in this way brings the focus on 
capabilities, instead of feelings of self-esteem or self-concept (Bandura, 2006; Bong, 
2006).  Many researchers have used items that do not assess students’ beliefs about 
capabilities.  For example, the items, “I am a good reader,” and “My reading ability is 
very good” (i.e., Lau, 2009; Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997) assess students’ reading self-
concept instead of self-efficacy.  Other items, such as, “Compared with others in this 
class, I think I am a good student” (Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007) focus on social 
comparison.  Social comparison judgments have been shown to be an important factor in 
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the development of students’ academic self-concept (Marsh, Byrne, & Shavelson, 1988), 
but they do not necessarily provide accurate information regarding students’ beliefs about 
their own capabilities.  These types of items may provide important information about the 
student, but as Bandura (1997) noted, “self-liking does not beget performance 
attainments” (p. 11).  Self-concept and self-esteem are typically weak predictors of the 
goals that students will set for themselves or how well they will perform at a task 
(Bandura, 1997; Mone, Baker, & Jeffries, 1995).   
 A second shortcoming is that researchers (e.g., Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007; 
Swalander & Taube, 2007; Wigfield et al., 1997; Wentzel, 1996) have also included 
items that focus on students’ self-beliefs about their general reading ability rather than 
their beliefs about specific reading skills and tasks items.  Efficacy beliefs are task 
specific and can vary from domain to domain.  For this reason, Bandura (2006) cautioned 
that the measurement of self-efficacy is not a “one measure fits all” approach (p. 307).  
Measures of general reading self-efficacy, which include items such as “How good in 
reading are you?” and “I expect to do well in reading” (Wentzel, 1996; Wigfield et al., 
1997), are actually assessing students’ reading self-concept and outcome expectations, 
rather than evaluations of their capabilities about a specific task.   
 Researchers might improve the predictive ability of measures by developing items 
that are specific to the task of interest and situated in the assessment context relevant to 
the task (Bandura, 1997).  However, this predictive validity will largely depend on the 
correspondence between the self-efficacy measure and the achievement outcome 
(Bandura, 2006; Pajares & Barich, 2005).  No researchers to date have included both 
general and specific measures of reading self-efficacy within the same study to examine 
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their relative contribution to the prediction of reading achievement.  Such an approach 
could provide information about which types of efficacy beliefs are the best predictors of 
different achievement outcomes (i.e., grades, standardized tests). 
 A final limitation of the studies reviewed relates to content coverage.  Items 
included in reading self-efficacy measures do not appear to have been crafted so as to 
cover the skills required for the task of interest.  If researchers develop measures that do 
not adequately cover the domain, reading self-efficacy beliefs may not accurately predict 
achievement (Bandura, 1997, 2006; Bong, 2006).  Self-regulation has been shown to be 
an important component of reading success (Leslie & Caldwell, 2006; Paris & Paris, 
2001); yet no studies were found that included a measure of self-efficacy for self-
regulation in reading.  Researchers might consider including items that assess self-
efficacy for self-regulated learning, because these behaviors also appear to be relevant for 
reading success (Bandura, 2006; Leslie & Caldwell, 2006; Paris & Paris, 2001).  
Individual Differences in Reading Self-Efficacy and Reading Achievement 
Gender Differences   
 Researchers have discovered differences in mean levels of reading self-efficacy as 
a function of students’ grade level, gender, and ethnicity, although conflicting results 
have been found in these areas (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Klassen, 2010; Shell et al., 
1995).  National achievement data show that girls outperform boys on measures of 
reading achievement in the upper elementary grades and in middle school (NAEP, 2011).  
One would assume from these data that girls would report higher self-efficacy for 
reading; indeed, many researchers have found that girls generally report higher self-
efficacy for reading than do boys (Bouffard, Marcoux, Vezeau, & Bordeleau, 2003; 
 
	   24	  
Klassen, 2010; Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007; Smith, Smith, Gilmore, & Jameson, 2012; 
Wentzel, 1996; Wigfield et al., 1997).  Wigfield et al. (1997) asked students in Grades 1 
through 6 to assess their reading competence with items such as, “How good in reading 
are you?” and “How good would you be at learning something new in reading?”  Girls 
across all grade levels indicated that they had more confidence in their reading abilities 
than did boys (Wigfield et al., 1997).  One reason for this difference may be that reading 
is often viewed as a feminine academic area.  Girls may be exposed to more positive 
messages about their abilities in reading than in traditionally masculine subjects like 
mathematics (Eccles, Adler, & Meece, 1984).  Information from these sources could 
contribute to girls placing a higher value on reading than other academic domains and 
developing a stronger sense of reading self-efficacy than their male peers (Wigfield et al., 
1997).   
 Other researchers have reported no differences in the reading competence beliefs 
of girls and boys.  For example, Swalander and Taube (2007) found that Grade 8 boys in 
Sweden had higher reading self-efficacy than girls.  In a study with first-, second-, and 
fourth-grade students, researchers found that boys reported higher competence beliefs 
than girls in traditionally masculine subjects like mathematics and sports.  However, 
these differences were not found between boys and girls in the area of reading (Eccles, 
Wigfield, Harold, & Blumenfield, 1993).   
Ethnicity Differences   
 Some differences have been found in reading self-efficacy and its covariates as a 
function of students’ ethnicity.  However, consistent trends have not been found because 
of the lack of research in this area.  Only three of the studies in this review addressed 
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differences in reading self-efficacy as a function of ethnicity.  Baker and Wigfield (1999) 
found that African American students had higher general motivation for reading and 
higher reading self-efficacy, but lower reading achievement than did European American 
students.  In spite of these higher levels, reading self-efficacy was unrelated to 
achievement for African American students.  In another study, researchers found no 
differences in reported levels of reading self-efficacy (Guthrie, Coddington, & Wigfield, 
2009).  Guthrie et al. (2009) found no differences in reading self-efficacy for African 
American and European American students, although European American students had 
higher mean scores on three reading achievement measures (Guthrie et al., 2009).  Other 
researchers found that African American, Latino, and Asian students began first grade 
with higher reading self-efficacy than did European American students.  By the second 
grade, there were no differences in reading self-efficacy for the different student groups 
(Liew, McTigue, Barrois, & Hughes, 2008).   
 It appears that African American students have the same or higher reading self-
efficacy than European American students.  However, the link between these efficacy 
beliefs and achievement is not clear.  More research may be needed to understand the 
relationship between reading self-efficacy and achievement for diverse learners.  
School Type Differences   
 Some researchers have found that younger students are more confident about their 
capabilities in reading.  For example, Metallidou and Vlachou (2007) found that Greek 
fifth graders reported higher levels of reading self-efficacy than sixth graders.  This 
finding may be explained by the differences in metacognitive capabilities of younger and 
older students.  Bandura (1997) cautioned that the self-efficacy of young children might 
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be inflated and inaccurate.  This inaccuracy might be the result of younger students 
lacking the metacognitive skills necessary for engaging in accurate self-reflection or 
understanding the demands of the task of interest (Bandura, 1997).   
 Other researchers have shown that younger students report lower levels of reading 
self-efficacy than do their older counterparts.  For example Shell et al. (1995) found that 
fourth-grade students reported lower self-efficacy for specific reading tasks, like reading 
a daily newspaper or a textbook, than did seventh- and tenth-grade students.  No 
differences were found in reading self-efficacy for specific reading skills, like 
understanding vocabulary and reading comprehension.  This finding might suggest that 
students develop self-efficacy for basic reading skills early on, but confidence for 
navigating complex reading materials increases as students have more exposure to these 
types of tasks (Shell et al., 1995).   
Reading Self-Efficacy and Reading Achievement 
 In this section, I will review studies using the reading self-efficacy measures 
mentioned earlier and present the findings regarding the relationship between self-
efficacy and achievement.  The findings from studies that used general self-efficacy 
measures will be presented first, followed by the findings from studies using the skills 
specific self-efficacy measures.  A critique of the research in this area will be presented 
last.  
General Reading Self-Efficacy and Reading Achievement 
 In the studies that have used general measures of reading self-efficacy, the link 
between students’ self-beliefs and reading achievement is not always clear.  Some 
researchers have found that general measures of reading self-efficacy predict reading 
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achievement.  For example, upper elementary and middle school students’ self-reports of 
general reading self-efficacy have been shown to predict teachers’ rankings of student 
achievement and performance on standardized reading tests (Metallidou & Vlachou, 
2007; Swalander & Taube, 2007).  Other researchers have found no relationship between 
general reading self-efficacy and achievement outcomes.  Results from a three-year 
longitudinal study with middle school students showed that pursuit of social goals, 
defined as helping peers and following school and classroom rules, was a better predictor 
of grades and effort in English than was reading self-efficacy (Wentzel, 1996).  
Researchers using the self-efficacy subscale of the MRQ have found that upper 
elementary students’ reading self-efficacy did not predict growth in reading 
comprehension over the course of one school year (Guthrie et al., 2007).  In a similar 
study, reading self-efficacy, as measured by the MRQ, was unrelated to performance on 
any of the achievement measures, although it was correlated with the amount of reading 
done by students (Baker & Wigfield, 1999).   
Reading Skills Self-Efficacy and Reading Achievement  
 Researchers using skills-specific measures of reading self-efficacy have also 
investigated the link between students’ beliefs about their reading capabilities and 
achievement.  Students’ reading skills self-efficacy has been shown to predict 
performance on standardized tests of reading comprehension (Chapman & Tunmer, 1995; 
Liew et al., 2008; Schunk & Rice, 1992, 1993).  For example, Shell et al. (1995) found 
that self-efficacy for specific reading skills and tasks predicted achievement on a measure 
of reading comprehension for students in Grades 4, 7, and 10.  Klassen (2010) found that 
students who had higher reading skills self-efficacy performed better on the reading 
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portion of the Woodcock Johnson-III, earned better grades in English, and had higher 
self-efficacy for self-regulated learning, regardless of their special education status.   
 Skills specific self-efficacy has not always been found to predict achievement, 
however.  Guthrie et al. (2009) found no relationship between reading skills self-efficacy 
and achievement among fifth-grade students.  Instead, students’ perceptions of reading 
difficulty explained more of the variance in reading achievement than self-efficacy for 
specific reading skills.  
Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation and Reading Achievement  
Students’ abilities to use self-regulatory strategies, such as planning ahead and 
staying on task, have been shown to be predictive of reading achievement (Klassen, 
2010; Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007).  Liew et al. (2008) found that students’ ability to 
self-regulate predicted reading achievement across a three-year longitudinal study.  
Researchers have typically examined this construct through the use of interventions to 
increase students’ knowledge of self-regulatory skills specific to reading (Lau & Chan, 
2007; Mason, 2004; Wigfield et al., 2004).  These interventions have been shown to 
produce short-term success, as in the case with increased scores on a reading 
comprehension post-test (Mason, 2004; Schunk & Rice, 1992).  Other researchers have 
indicated that students may utilize self-regulatory strategies while in a structured 
program; however, they often do not transfer the use of these skills to their daily learning 
contexts (Zimmerman, 2008).   
 Less attention has been focused on students’ self-efficacy for self-regulation in the 
area of reading (Klassen & Usher, 2010).  Only one study reviewed here included a 
measure of self-efficacy for self-regulation.  In this study, domain general self-efficacy 
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for self-regulation, along with scores on a standardized reading test, were stronger 
predictors of English grades at the end of the school year than reading self-efficacy 
(Klassen, 2010).   
Critique of Reading Self-Efficacy Studies 
 Measures assessing self-efficacy for specific reading skills appear to be more 
often predictive of reading achievement than do general measures of reading self-
efficacy.  Bandura (2006) asserted that when self-efficacy is assessed at a task-specific 
level its predictive power is enhanced.  With this in mind, these findings come as little 
surprise.  However, other explanations warrant consideration as well.  For example, the 
lack of correspondence between the reading self-efficacy measures and the outcome 
measure of interest could account for some of the weak relationships that have been 
found between efficacy beliefs and achievement (Bandura, 1997).  Students’ reading 
competence might be assessed in multiple ways: based on their ability to do well on 
reading sections of standardized tests, performance situations, such as reading aloud 
before classmates, and grades assigned by teachers, to name a few.  If the self-efficacy 
measure is not crafted with the specific assessment situation in mind, the measure’s 
ability to predict actual performance (i.e., competence, achievement) will be 
compromised.  Asking students to respond to items such as, “I am a good reader,” does 
not indicate how confident they may be about comprehending a difficult reading passage, 
getting a good grade in reading, or doing well on the reading section of a standardized 
test.   
Assessment situations are complicated because many factors can influence 
outcomes.  For example, in one of the studies reviewed above (i.e., Wentzel, 1996), 
 
	   30	  
students’ pursuit of social goals was a better predictor of their English grade than was 
reading self-efficacy.  This finding makes sense when one considers how often 
behavioral factors, such as turning in homework on time or the teacher-student 
relationship, influence the grade a student receives (Guskey, 1994).  In high-stakes 
testing situations, testing anxiety might be a factor influencing students’ performance, 
even that of confident readers.  Developing items that specifically ask students to rate 
their confidence for different assessment situations (i.e., “How confident are you that you 
will get an “A” in reading?” or “How confident are you that you can do well on 
standardized tests in reading?”) might provide a clearer picture of the link between 
reading self-efficacy and reading achievement.  Bandura (2006) urged researchers to be 
thoughtful and cautious when developing measures, making sure that the self-efficacy 
items used line up with the achievement measure of interest.  
Synthesis of Findings 
 The review of the literature on reading self-efficacy identified several problem 
areas.  Researchers have not always followed Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for scale 
creation as they have developed measures of reading self-efficacy.  Many of the measures 
included in this review assessed constructs other than reading self-efficacy, such as 
reading self-concept.  The items in these measures often do not reflect a focus on 
capabilities and might be too general to predict achievement accurately.  Future research 
on reading self-efficacy needs to be conducted with theoretically sound measures.  
 Mean differences in reported levels of reading self-efficacy have also been found 
for students, but these group differences have been inconsistent.  For example, reading 
self-efficacy has been shown to be higher for younger students in some studies and higher 
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for older students in other studies (Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007; Shell et al., 1995).  
Some researchers have found that girls and African American students reported higher 
levels of reading self-efficacy than did boys and European American students, but other 
researchers were unable to replicate these findings (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Eccles et 
al., 1993; Guthrie et al., 2009; Wentzel, 1996).  These conflicting results might be related 
to the measurement issues discussed earlier.  Many of the studies reviewed only focused 
on one student characteristic (e.g., gender differences).  Future investigations of reading 
self-efficacy should give appropriate emphasis to how student characteristics might 
influence the level of self-efficacy students report as well as the relationship between 
reading self-efficacy and reading achievement.   
 Another theme from the literature review relates to the relationship between 
reading self-efficacy and reading achievement.  Some researchers have confirmed a link 
between self-efficacy and achievement in reading (i.e., Shell et al., 1995; Wentzel, 1996).  
Others have found no relationship (i.e., Guthrie et al., 2007).  This picture might be 
unclear for several reasons.  The reading self-efficacy measures that researchers have 
used have not always corresponded to the achievement outcome under investigation.  
Asking students, “How good of a reader are you?” does not give information about how 
confident students are for getting an “A” in reading or performing well on a standardized 
test.  Measures should be crafted with the achievement outcome of interest in mind.  In 
addition, most skills-based measures have failed to capture the range of skills required for 
reading competence.  Self-regulatory behaviors have been shown to be crucial to 
becoming a successful reader (Leslie & Caldwell; Paris & Paris, 2001).  Assessing 
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students’ self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading might be an important aspect in the 
prediction of reading achievement.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the relationship between self-
efficacy and reading achievement and to examine the predictive validity of a variety of 
reading self-efficacy measures.  I will attempt to investigate the relationship between 
reading self-efficacy and achievement by answering the following questions:  
 Research Question 1: What are the psychometric properties of the following self-
efficacy measures: (a) general reading self-efficacy; (b) reading test self-efficacy; (c) 
self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading; and (d) reading skills self-efficacy. 
  Hypotheses for Question 1: I hypothesize that reading self-efficacy items will 
have moderate to high (r > .30) inter-item correlations.  I hypothesize that the reading 
self-efficacy measures will have high (r > .50), positive correlations with each other.  The 
factor structure of each of the reading self-efficacy measures is expected to be 
unidimensional.   
 Research Question 2: Are there mean level differences in self-efficacy, as 
measured in four ways, based on students’ gender, ethnicity, or school type (elementary 
or middle school)?  
 Hypotheses for Question 2: I expect to find differences in reading self-efficacy 
based on gender, ethnicity, and school type.  I hypothesize that elementary school 
students, girls, and African American students will report higher reading self-efficacy 
than do middle school students, boys, and European American students.  I do not have a 
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specific hypothesis about whether the differences will be found in a specific self-efficacy 
measure or across all the measures in the study.   
 Research Question 3: Which measure of self-efficacy (i.e., general reading self-
efficacy, reading test self-efficacy, self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading, and 
reading skills self-efficacy) is the best predictor of reading achievement (i.e., language 
arts grades, Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) reading scores, teacher ratings of 
students’ reading competence, minutes read daily)?  
 Hypotheses for Question 3: I hypothesize that reading self-efficacy will predict 
achievement.  The strongest predictors will be measures that correspond closest to the 
achievement outcome of interest.  For that reason, I hypothesize that general reading self-
efficacy will be the strongest predictor of language arts grades, reading skills self-
efficacy and reading test self-efficacy will be the strongest predictors of MAP reading 
scores, reading skills self-efficacy will be the strongest predictor of teacher ratings of 
students’ competence in reading, and self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading will be 
the strongest predictor of minutes read daily. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
Participants 
 The participants in this study were 393 students (189 girls and 203 boys) in Grade 
4 (n = 74), Grade 5 (n = 97) and Grade 6 (n = 212) from two elementary schools and one 
middle school in the Southeastern United States.  A total of 22 reading or language arts 
classes and 18 reading teachers were included in the study.  School records indicated that 
students were 66% European American (n = 260), 27% African American (n = 107), 3% 
Latino (n = 11), 2% Asian American (n = 9), and 2% other (i.e., students of other 
ethnicities or from mixed ethnic backgrounds) (n = 10).  Information from the three 
schools indicated that 44% of students qualified for free or reduced-priced lunch status.  
Free and reduced-priced lunch status was not provided for 13% of the students.  Twenty-
nine students did not complete the survey and were therefore excluded from analyses, 
bringing the total number of participants to 364.   
Procedure   
 The data in this study were collected as part of a larger project conducted by the 
members of the P20 Motivation and Learning Lab at the University of Kentucky.  The 
schools and students included in the study were identified through a series of meetings 
with administrators.  Once individual principals agreed to approve their school’s 
participation in the study, researchers met with teachers to explain the specifics of the 
data collection process and to discuss informed consent.  Reading teachers sent consent 
forms home at the beginning of the school year with all students.  Students were included 
in the study if they returned a consent form signed by their parent or guardian.  Students 
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who did not return the consent form or whose parents or guardians indicated they did not 
want them to participate were not included in the study. 
The surveys were administered in November of the 2010-2011 school year.  
Researchers administered the surveys in the students’ reading/language arts classes.  
Students were provided with a brief explanation of the study and the consent procedures 
were reviewed.  Students were also asked to assent to the survey procedure.  Students 
who did not give their assent were not required to take the survey, even if their parents or 
guardians had given consent.  Students who did not return a consent form or who did not 
give their assent for participating in the study were asked to remain at their desks and 
read or complete an assignment given to them by the teacher.   
 Researchers read the items aloud as a way to encourage the students to pay 
attention to the survey and to help struggling readers understand the survey content.  
Students were asked to stay with the researcher instead of working ahead on the items.  
The survey administration took approximately 45 minutes.   
Instrumentation 
 The instrument used in this study was a paper-and-pencil, self-report survey.  The 
survey included items asking for basic demographic information and measures of general 
reading self-efficacy, reading test self-efficacy, self-efficacy for self-regulation in 
reading, and reading skills self-efficacy.  A small-scale pilot study was conducted with 
the full instrument.  I administered the survey by reading each item aloud to fourth-grade 
students (n = 9) at a local elementary school.  As the students completed the survey, they 
were invited to raise questions about items.  I noted items that seemed confusing or 
redundant to the students.  These items were either modified to make them clearer or 
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removed from the scale.  In addition, before and after the pilot study, Dr. Susan Cantrell, 
a literacy expert, and five graduate-level literacy students, all of who were experienced 
reading teachers, reviewed the scales and suggested additions and modifications.  A 
sample pilot survey and the final survey are provided in Appendices A and B, 
respectively.  A list of all final scales and items used in this dissertation study are 
provided in Appendix C.  The specifics of each scale are discussed below. 
 General reading self-efficacy.  The General Reading Self-Efficacy Scale was 
used to measure students’ confidence in their global reading ability.  A similar scale has 
been used frequently in mathematics self-efficacy research (Pajares & Barich; Pietsch, 
Walker, & Chapman, 2003), and researchers have reported reliability coefficients ranging 
from .79 to .95 (e.g., Pajares & Barich, 2005; Pietsch et al., 2003).  Factor analytic 
procedures have confirmed the unidimensionality of the original scale (Pietsch et al., 
2003).  I initially included five items from the original scale, changing the wording to 
apply to the domain of reading.  However, participants in the pilot study expressed 
confusion with three of the items (e.g., “How confident are you that you will get a grade 
better than a B in reading class this year?”).  These items were removed based on the 
students’ feedback about the cognitive demand of the items.  I retained two of the original 
items (“In general, how confident are you in your abilities in reading?” and “How 
confident are you that you will get an A in reading this year?”).  Two new items (“How 
confident are you that you can do well in reading this year?” and “How confident are you 
that you can learn to be a good reader?”) were added.  The latter item assesses self-
efficacy for learning, as recommended by Schunk (1996).  The final scale includes four 
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items that students answered on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all confident; 6 = 
completely confident).  
 Reading test self-efficacy.  Three items were developed to measure students’ 
confidence for doing well on important reading tests (e.g., “How confident are you that 
you can do well on standardized tests in reading?”).  Students responded to the items on a 
6-point Likert-type scale (1 = not very well; 6 = very well).   
 Self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading.  The Self-Efficacy for Self-
Regulation in Reading Scale was used to measure students’ self-beliefs about their ability 
to carry out a variety of self-regulatory tasks in the area of reading.  This scale is based 
on a subscale from Bandura’s (2006) Children’s Self-Efficacy Scale.  The original 
subscale included 10 items that assessed self-efficacy for general self-regulatory skills.  
Researchers have reported reliability coefficients ranging from .80 to .87 (Pajares & 
Graham, 1999; Pajares & Valiante, 1999; Zimmerman et al., 1992).  Usher and Pajares 
(2008a) selected seven of the original items based on feedback from teacher pilot groups.  
Factor analysis confirmed that these seven items represented a single factor.  I modified 
the seven items used by Usher and Pajares to reflect an emphasis on reading.  For 
example, “How well can you get yourself to study when there are other interesting things 
to do” was changed to “How well can you read when there are other interesting things to 
do?”  The pilot study participants and literacy experts also gave feedback on the scale.  
Three items were added at the recommendation of literacy experts.  These items focus on 
self-regulatory behaviors specific to reading (e.g., “How well can you check to see if you 
understand what you are reading?”).  The final scale includes 10 items.  Students 
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responded to the items on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = not very well at all; 6 = very 
well).   
 Reading skills self-efficacy.  The Reading Skills Self-Efficacy Scale was used to 
assess students’ confidence for successfully engaging in common reading skills and tasks.  
The Reading Skills Self-Efficacy Scale is a modified version of an earlier measure of 
reading self-efficacy developed by Shell et al. (1989).  The original measure was 
developed for college students and included 18 items relating to specific reading tasks 
and 9 items relating to reading skills.  Individuals were asked to rate their level of 
confidence on a scale of 0 (no chance) to 100 (complete certainty) for completing the 
reading task or for performing the reading skill of interest.  A later version of this 
measure was developed for use with students as young as fourth grade (Shell et al., 
1995).  This version included five reading tasks items and four reading skills items.  
Students were asked to rate their confidence regarding the items on a five-point scale.  
Shell et al. (1995) reported reliability coefficients for the younger sample of .62 for the 
reading skills subscale and .72 for the reading tasks subscale.  The dimensionality of this 
measure was not addressed in the literature. 
 Literacy experts provided feedback regarding content coverage and offered 
suggestions for making the items more reader-friendly.  For example, the experts 
suggested the addition of items that differentiated between confidence for reading aloud 
and confidence for reading silently.  Some wording changes were also made (e.g., “figure 
out the meaning of an unknown word in a sentence” was changed to “figure out the 
meaning of a hard word in a sentence”).  In the pilot study of the measure, fourth-grade 
students reviewed the items for clarity.  Items were modified or removed based on 
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student feedback.  The final Reading Skills Self-Efficacy Scale included 19 items, which 
reflected reading skills and tasks.  Students were asked to rate their confidence for the 
reading items on a six-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all confident; 6 = completely 
confident).  
 Reading performance.  Reading performance was measured by four metrics to 
capture the various ways in which schools evaluate students’ reading competence.  First, 
school administrators provided students’ second-quarter (December 2010) language arts 
report card grades.  Report card grades range from a score of 0 to 100 and reflect an 
assessment of students’ reading and writing performance.  
Second, I used scores from the reading component of the 2010 MAP test 
(Northwest Evaluation Association [NWEA], 2012).  The MAP test is a computerized-
adaptive achievement test that provides an assessment of students’ reading performance.  
This test is administered three times during the school year (i.e., fall, winter, and spring) 
and provides an assessment of students’ reading comprehension skills on a Rasch unit 
(RIT) scale.  Scores on the MAP test range from 161 to 230 (NWEA, 2012).  The MAP 
scores are calculated based on item-response theory (IRT), providing a way to compare 
scores across different test versions (NWEA, 2012).   
Reading teachers provided ratings of reading competence for the students in their 
class as a third measure of reading achievement.  Teachers were asked to rate only 
reading competence, excluding related academic areas, like writing competence.  
Teacher ratings of reading competence were included as an indicator of reading 
achievement that is not influenced by writing competence, as measured in the language 
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arts grades.  Teachers were asked to rate students’ reading competence on a six-point 
Likert-type scale (1 = not at all competent; 6 = completely competent). 
The final measure of reading performance was taken from one item used in the 
survey.  Students were asked to report the number of minutes they spend reading outside 
of school on a daily basis (i.e., “I usually read for _______ minutes each day outside of 
school.”).  This reading outcome was included as a way to capture behavioral aspects of 
reading achievement.   
The achievement data were taken from the following time points: language arts 
grades from the end of the Fall 2010 semester, MAP reading scores from Winter 2011, 
teacher ratings of students’ reading competence from Fall 2010, and students’ reports of 
minutes read daily from Fall 2010.  These achievement time points were chosen because 
they were the closest assessment of students’ reading competence after the survey 
administration.  This is the most appropriate way to assess the predictive relationship 
between reading self-efficacy and achievement (Bandura, 1982).  
 Additional motivation constructs.  In addition to the variables outlined above, I 
included a measure of the sources of reading self-efficacy and a measure of achievement 
goal orientation in the study.  I modified items from Usher and Pajares’ (2009) Sources of 
Middle School Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale to measure the sources of reading self-
efficacy.  Students responded to items that assessed the role of mastery experiences, 
vicarious learning, social persuasions, and physiological states in their reading self-
efficacy.  For the original scale, the authors reported Cronbach’s alphas of .88 for the 
mastery experience subscale, .88 for the social persuasion subscale, .84 for the vicarious 
experience subscale, , and .87 for the physiological state subscale.  Exploratory and 
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confirmatory factor analyses were conducted and resulted in a four-factor solution.  
These results were in line with the hypothesized structure of the sources of self-efficacy. 
For the purpose of this study, items from the original scale were modified for the 
domain of reading.  For example, “Adults in my family have told me what a good math 
student I am” was changed to “Adults in my family have told me what a good reader I 
am.”  The wording of other items was simplified based on feedback from the pilot study 
participants.  For example, the word “depressed” in one item was replaced by the word 
“sad.”  Two items were added to the original scale.  The first item, “In reading, I always 
try to do better than I have before,” was added to provide a different way of assessing a 
difficult to understand item.  The second new item, “Reading out loud makes me feel 
stressed and nervous,” was added based on suggestions from literacy experts.  The 
Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Scale consists of six mastery experience items, six 
social persuasion items, seven vicarious experience items, and six physiological state 
items.  For this study, Cronbach’s alphas were .81 for the mastery experiences subscale, 
.84 for the social persuasions subscale, .73 for the vicarious experiences subscale, and .83 
for the physiological states subscale.  Students responded to the sources of reading self-
efficacy items on a six-point Likert-type scale (1 = definitely false; 6 = definitely true). 
I assessed students’ reading achievement goal orientations by including three 
subscales from the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scale (PALS) (Midgley et al., 1998).  
The achievement goal orientation items are focused on three types of learning goals: 
mastery goals (i.e., learning for the sake of learning), performance-approach goals (i.e., 
learning to earn social approval), and performance-avoidance goals (i.e., learning focused 
on avoiding failure or looking stupid).  The authors of the original scale reported 
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Cronbach’s alphas of .86 for the mastery goal items, .86 for the performance-approach 
items, and .75 for the performance-avoidance items (Midgley et al., 1998).  I modified 
these items to reflect a focus on reading.  For example, “I like class work that I’ll learn 
from, even if I make a lot of mistakes” was changed to “I like reading work that I can 
learn from, even if I make a lot of mistakes.”  The final Reading Achievement Goal 
Orientation Scale included five mastery goal items, six performance-approach goal items, 
and six performance-avoidance goal items.  For this study, reliability coefficients for the 
mastery goals, performance-approach goals, and performance-avoidance goals subscales 
were .86, .81, and .79, respectively.  Students responded to the items on a six-point 
Likert-type scale (1 = definitely false; 6 = definitely true). 
Data Analysis 
 Raw data were collected and entered into Excel by researchers in the P20 
Motivation and Learning Lab.  I began data analysis by entering all data into SPSS 
Version 20.0.  Student gender was categorized as girl (coded as 0) and boy (coded as 1).  
School type was categorized as elementary (coded as 0) and middle school (coded as 1).  
Student ethnicity was coded European American (coded as 0), African American (coded 
as 1), Asian/Asian American (coded as 2), Hispanic/Latino(a) (coded as 3), and other 
(coded as 4) students.  Only European American and African American students were 
included in analyses that examined ethnicity differences.  The remaining ethnicity 
categories were not included because of small sample sizes.    
 As part of my data screening process, I examined item means, standard 
deviations, histograms, and skewness and kurtosis of all items from the four reading self-
efficacy scales, in keeping with the guidelines recommended by Warner (2008).  I used 
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histograms and examined z scores to identify any univariate outliers for each of the four 
reading self-efficacy scales.  Any outlier with a z score > |2.5| was flagged for further 
review (Hair et al., 2010).  The Mahalanobis distance index was used to identify 
multivariate outliers in the data.  Any case with a Mahalanobis distance that exceeded the 
critical value suggested by Raykov and Marcoulides (2008) was flagged for further 
review.  This critical value is found by using a χ2 distribution with df equal to the number 
of dependent variables and an α equal to .001.  I flagged items with absolute values of 
skewness greater than 2.0 and absolute values of kurtosis greater than 7.0, as suggested 
by West, Finch, and Curran (1995).  Mardia’s (1970) estimates of multivariate skewness 
and kurtosis were used to determine if the data met the assumptions of multivariate 
normality.  My final step was to examine inter-item and item-total correlations for the 
items in each of the four reading self-efficacy scales.  Any item with an inter-item 
correlation below .30 was flagged for removal.  Any item with an item-scale total 
correlation below .25 was flagged for removal.  
 Research question 1: Psychometric properties of reading self-efficacy scales.  
To answer the first research question, I investigated the psychometric properties of four 
reading self-efficacy scales (i.e., General Reading Self-Efficacy, Reading Test Self-
Efficacy, Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading, and Reading Skills Self-
Efficacy).  As a first step, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for each of 
the reading self-efficacy scales.  The goal of factor analysis is to determine a simple 
structure and “explain the most with the least” (Henson & Roberts, 2006, p. 393).  Both 
the General Reading Self-Efficacy Scale and Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in 
Reading scales are based on previously used measures, but in this study new items were 
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added and existing items were rewritten to reflect a focus on reading.  The Reading Test 
Self-Efficacy Scale was developed as a part of the Motivation in Transition project and 
has not been subjected to factor analytic procedures.  In the original analyses of the 
Reading Skills Self-Efficacy scale, Shell and colleagues (1989, 1995) did not employ 
factor analytic techniques to determine the factor structure of the scale.  For these 
reasons, EFA was the appropriate choice, as opposed to confirmatory factor analysis, to 
determine the psychometric properties and structure of the four reading self-efficacy 
scales.  
 For each scale, I began this process by examining the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
measure of sampling adequacy to determine whether my sample size was adequate for 
the EFA.  Values below .05 indicate that a larger sample is needed for the factor analytic 
procedure.  Barlett’s test of sphericity was also used to ensure that sufficient relationships 
exist between the items, justifying the use of factor analysis (Field, 2009).  I used the 
maximum likelihood extraction method to determine the factor structure of each scale.  
This method is appropriate when the assumptions of normality have been met.  
 I used several methods to determine how many factors to retain.  The most 
common method for determining the number of factors to retain is the Kaiser criterion 
(i.e., retaining factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0) (Kaiser, 1970).  However, this 
method has been shown to overestimate the number of factors to be retained.  For this 
reason, I also examined scree plots (Osborne, Costello, & Kellow, 2008).  The factor 
pattern loadings for each item were reviewed and items that did not have a factor loading 
of .40 or greater were removed (see Field, 2009).  I also checked to make sure that items 
were loading on factors in a way that made conceptual sense.  For the reading skills self-
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efficacy measure, an oblique, direct oblimin rotation was used to improve interpretation 
of the data.  I used this type of rotation because I hypothesized that if multiple factors 
were present they would be related to one another (Field, 2009; Osborne et al., 2008).    
I took several steps to ensure the reliability and validity of the items.  After 
conducting each EFA, I calculated Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the items in each 
scale as a measure of scale reliability (Cortina, 1993; Field, 2009).  As noted earlier, I 
attempted to ensure the construct validity of these measures by developing items that 
aligned closely with Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for assessing self-efficacy.  A panel of 
literacy experts reviewed the scales and a small-scale pilot study was conducted as a 
check for content validity.  I assessed concurrent validity by examining the correlations 
between the four reading self-efficacy scales and related motivation constructs (i.e., the 
four sources of reading self-efficacy and three achievement goal orientations).  Finally, I 
assessed predictive validity by calculating correlations between the four reading self-
efficacy scales and the reading achievement outcomes (i.e., language arts grades, MAP 
scores, and teacher rating of students’ reading competence, and minutes read daily).   
 Research question 2: Mean differences.  To answer the second research 
question, I investigated whether mean differences were present for each of the four 
reading self-efficacy scales based on gender, ethnicity, or school type.  As a first step, I 
calculated scale scores for each of the reading self-efficacy measures based on the results 
of the psychometric analyses described above.  Mean scores were used to place each 
variable on its original metric.   
I initially conducted a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial MANOVA to determine if there were 
mean differences based on gender, ethnicity, or school type for each of the four measures 
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of reading self-efficacy.  I evaluated the assumptions of multivariate normality by 
calculating Mardia’s (1970) estimates of multivariate skewness and kurtosis for each cell 
of the design.  These estimates indicated that multivariate normality was not a tenable 
solution within certain cells.  Box’s test was significant at the p < .001 level, indicating 
that the assumption of equal covariance matrices was not met.  Violations of the 
assumption of multivariate normality and equal covariance matrices may increase the rate 
of Type I error and reduce the power of the test, especially in small sample sizes (Field, 
2009; Warner, 2008).  Because these assumptions were not met and because of issues 
related to unequal and small sample sizes within cells, I chose to use univariate 
comparisons, specifically one-way ANOVAs, to determine whether mean differences 
were present.  
 I calculated a one-way ANOVA for each of my independent variables: gender, 
ethnicity, and school type.  For each ANOVA, general reading self-efficacy, reading test 
self-efficacy, self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading, and the two reading skills self-
efficacy subscales (i.e., self-efficacy for academic reading and self-efficacy for 
extracurricular reading) were the dependent variables.  Conducting multiple ANOVAs 
can result in an inflated Type I error rate (Dunn, 1961; Field, 2009).  To protect against 
an inflated Type I error rate, I applied a Bonferonni correction in which an α of .01 was 
required in each of the three ANOVAs to determine significance (i.e., α/c = *p = .05/5 = 
.01; **p = .01/5 = .002) (Dunn, 1961).  I also reported effect sizes using Cohen’s d to 
provide an indicator of the magnitude of group differences (Cohen, 1992).  Cohen (1992) 
has outlined guidelines for interpreting effect sizes (i.e., .20 = small, .50 = medium, and 
.80 = large).  
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 Research question 3: Reading self-efficacy and reading performance.  For the 
final research question, I conducted hierarchical linear regression analyses to determine 
the predictive validity of the different types of reading self-efficacy on the four reading 
performance outcomes.  Multiple linear regression analyses were used because of the 
continuous nature of the achievement data (Field, 2009).  The hierarchical entry method 
was chosen so that predictors could be entered into each regression in an order based on 
theoretical framework or study hypotheses (Field, 2009).  Each model is described below.  
Four separate models were tested, each with a different measure of reading performance 
(i.e., language arts grade, MAP reading scores, teacher ratings of students’ reading 
competence, and minutes read daily) as the dependent variable.  I entered the self-
efficacy variables (i.e., general reading self-efficacy, reading test self-efficacy, self-
efficacy for self-regulation in reading, and the two reading skills self-efficacy subscales 
in each model as independent variables.   
 For the first regression analysis, language arts grade was the dependent variable.  
General reading self-efficacy was entered as a predictor in the first step.  The remaining 
self-efficacy variables were entered in the second step.  For the second regression 
analysis, MAP reading scores were the dependent variable.  In the first step of the model, 
I entered the two reading skills self-efficacy subscales (i.e., self-efficacy for academic 
reading and self-efficacy for extracurricular reading) and reading test self-efficacy.  The 
remaining reading self-efficacy variables were entered in the second step.  In the third 
regression analysis, teacher ratings of students’ reading competence was the dependent 
variable.  For this analysis, I entered the two reading skills self-efficacy subscales (i.e., 
self-efficacy for academic reading and self-efficacy for extracurricular reading) in the 
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first step.  The remaining self-efficacy variables were entered in the second step.  In the 
fourth regression analysis, students’ report of daily minutes read was the dependent 
variable.  Self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading was entered in the first step.  The 
remaining self-efficacy variables were entered in the second step.   
 I checked for multicollinearity among the predictors by examining the correlation 
matrix and diagnostic statistics, such as the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance 
statistic provided by SPSS.  An individual VIF value higher than 10 may indicate 
collinearity among predictors.  A tolerance value below 0.2 can also indicate collinearity 
(Field, 2009).  I also conducted a regression communality analysis and calculated 
regression structure coefficients.  The regression communality analysis provided a 
uniqueness indicator that is used to determine what proportion of the variance in the 
dependent variable is associated with a specific independent variable (Rowell, 1996).  
Thompson and Borrello (1985) recommended that structure coefficients be used instead 
of beta weights because of their robustness to multicollinearity.   
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 Chapter Four: Results 
 In this section, I present the results of the analyses used to investigate each of my 
research questions.  First, I begin by presenting the descriptive statistics for all items used 
in the study.  I then report the results from the exploratory factor analyses and describe 
the psychometric properties of the four self-efficacy scales.  Next, I report results from 
tests of mean differences in reading self-efficacy based on group membership (gender, 
ethnicity, and school type).  Finally, I present the results of the regression analyses.   
Descriptive Statistics 
 I examined means, standard deviations, histograms, skewness, kurtosis, and 
correlations (inter-item and item-total) for the items in each scale.  I calculated z scores to 
identify univariate outliers for each of the reading self-efficacy scales.  A small number 
of outliers (ranging from 7 to 10 for each scale) were identified using this method.  The 
standardized scores for these outliers were not extreme.  For this reason, I decided to 
follow the guidelines of Cohen et al. (2003), who suggested that if the number of outliers 
is small and the standardized scores are not extreme it is appropriate to include them in 
the analyses.  As an additional check, I examined the response patterns of any case that 
was identified as an outlier.  All outliers were included in the analyses because the 
response patterns appeared valid.  The univariate skewness and kurtosis values fell within 
the acceptable range for the majority of the items.     
 The Mahalanobis distance index identified five multivariate outliers that fell 
above the critical value suggested by Raykov and Marcoulides (2008).  I examined the 
response patterns of any case that was identified as an outlier.  I decided to retain these 
outliers for the analyses because the response patterns appeared valid.   
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 After examining the descriptive statistics, I decided to retain the original items 
from the General Reading Self-Efficacy Scale (4 items), Reading Test Self-Efficacy 
Scale (3 items), and the Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulated Learning in Reading Scale (10 
items).  The reading skills self-efficacy item, “How confident are you that you can read 
and understand a text message from a friend?” was removed due to a large skewness 
value (i.e., greater than 2.00) and low scale inter-item correlations (i.e., less than .30).  An 
additional reading skills self-efficacy item, “How confident are you that you can read and 
understand an e-mail sent to you by a friend?” was removed due to a large skewness 
value (i.e., greater than 2.00).  Removal of the two problematic items mentioned above 
resulted in 17 items that measured reading skills self-efficacy.  Means, standard 
deviations, skewness, kurtosis, inter-item correlations, and item-total correlations for the 
items in each of the reading self-efficacy scales are presented in Tables 3-6.  
Table 3 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for the General Reading Self-Efficacy 
Items 
 
Item M SD Skew Kurtosis r-total GSE1 GSE2 GSE3 
GSE1 4.62 1.37 -0.87 0.97 .81    
GSE2 5.11 1.23 -1.55  1.86 .83 .52   
GSE3 5.15 1.38 -1.63 1.71 .82 .62 .56  
GSE4 5.18 1.23 -1.64 1.99 .76 .43 .62 .42 
Note.  All correlations were significant at the p < .01 level. r-total is the correlation between that 
particular item and the total scale.  
 
Table 4 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for the Reading Test Self-Efficacy Items 
 
Item M SD Skew Kurtosis r-total RTSE1 RTSE2 
RTSE1 4.68 1.32 -1.07 0.63 .85   
RTSE2 4.92 1.21 -1.24 1.18 .82 .53  
RTSE3 5.02 1.25 -1.37 1.39 .85 .58 .57 
Note.  All correlations were significant at the p < .01 level.  r-total is the correlation between that 
particular item and the total scale.
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Table 5 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for the Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading Items 
 
Item M SD Skew Kurt r-total SESR1 SESR2 SESR3 SESR4 SESR5 SESR6 SESR7 SESR8 SESR9 
SESR1 5.10 1.26 -1.53  1.82 .63          
SESR2 4.02 1.65 -0.45 -0.97 .68 .38         
SESR3 4.65 1.57 -1.04 -0.01 .78 .42 .49        
SESR4 4.52 1.44 -0.99  0.16 .69 .36 .35 .44       
SESR5 4.63 1.49 -1.00  0.09 .77 .37 .50 .59 .46      
SESR6 5.13 1.18 -1.59  2.25 .69 .42 .39 .46 .45 .51     
SESR7 4.68 1.65 -1.03 -0.20  .76 .40 .44 .53 .47 .57 .46    
SESR8 4.94 1.39 -1.31  0.85 .59 .39 .24 .39 .34 .32 .40 .40   
SESR9 4.84 1.30 -1.12  0.67 .76 .42 .46 .56 .54 .57 .54 .49 .40  
SESR10 4.29 1.63 -0.72  0.61 .81 .43 .50 .63 .52 .62 .45 .62 .41 .53 
Note.  All correlations were significant at the p < .01 level.  r-total is the correlation between that particular item and the total scale.  Problematic 
values are bolded.  Kurt = kurtosis. 
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Table 6 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for the Reading Skills Self-Efficacy Items 
 
Item M SD Skew Kurtosis r-total RS1 RS2 RS3 RS4 RS5 RS6 RS7 RS8 RS9 RS10 RS11 RS12 RS13 RS14 RS15 RS16 RS17 RS18 
RS1 5.24 1.11 -1.70 2.85 .67                   
RS2 4.81 1.29 -1.06 0.44 .75 .52                  
RS3 4.92 1.41 -1.29 0.82 .67 .53 .56                 
RS4 5.07 1.22 -1.49 1.88 .70 .51 .53 .55                
RS5 4.51 1.47 -0.87 -0.12 .76 .53 .55 .52 .53               
RS6 4.94 1.29 -1.24 0.94 .73 .46 .51 .57 .60 .56              
RS7 5.02 1.23 -1.39 1.63 .70 .48 .54 .40 .51 .53 .57             
RS8 4.60 1.60 -0.94 -0.27 .66 .41 .55 .46 .46 .47 .50 .46            
RS9 5.21 1.32 -1.82 2.55 .59 .39 .34 .32 .41 .43 .45 .45 .29           
RS10 5.37 0.98 -1.70 2.60 .67 .45 .47 .47 .46 .41 .45 .42 .38 .35          
RS11 5.02 1.22 -1.52 2.06 .77 .52 .70 .46 .55 .60 .50 .57 .51 .43 .46         
RS12 4.49 1.55 -0.91 -0.18 .73 .38 .50 .40 .46 .52 .43 .41 .45 .36 .42 .55        
RS13 5.05 1.37 -1.50 1.43 .71 .39 .49 .40 .45 .54 .49 .41 .41 .51 .48 .51 .54       
RS14 5.42 1.18 -2.37 5.03 .61 .36 .35 .32 .33 .37 .37 .40 .30 .30 .55 .41 .41 .39      
RS15 5.45 1.08 -2.36 5.55 .54 .34 .29 .29 .28 .33 .26 .32 .28 .23 .53 .31 .32 .29 .72     
RS16 5.21 1.27 -1.72 2.20 .58 .35 .35 .34 .31 .41 .29 .29 .34 .37 .35 .44 .41 .46 .27 .30    
RS17 5.21 1.18 -1.73 2.73 .65 .38 .36 .29 .28 .45 .39 .43 .29 .36 .45 .43 .57 .45 .46 .43 .38   
RS18 5.15 1.21 -1.60 2.09 .60 .32 .43 .28 .31 .38 .34 .44 .30 .25 .40 .45 .50 .35 .39 .38 .31 .53  
RS19 4.12 1.62 -0.61 -0.75 .75 .40 .53 .45 .46 .54 .58 .48 .48 .39 .40 .53 .60 .53 .37 .28 .40 .54 .47 
Note.  All correlations were significant at the p < .01 level.  r-total is the correlation between that particular item and the total scale 
score.  Problematic values are bolded. 
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Research Question 1: Psychometric Properties of Reading Self-Efficacy Items 
 General reading self-efficacy.  An EFA was conducted on the four items of the 
General Reading Self-Efficacy Scale.  I began this analysis by examining the KMO 
measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity.  The KMO measure of 
sampling adequacy, KMO = .75, indicated that the sample size was appropriate for the 
analysis.  KMO values from 0.7 to 0.8 are considered to be within the acceptable range 
(Kaiser, 1974).  In addition, a ratio of 20 participants for each item has been 
recommended as an appropriate sample size (Osborne et al., 2008).  For this study, the 
total N was 364, satisfying this requirement.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (6, N = 364) 
= 520.393, p < .001, showed that relationships were present among the items, justifying 
the use of factor analysis.  I confirmed this finding by examining the correlations among 
the items and each item’s correlation with the total scale.  The maximum-likelihood 
extraction method resulted in one factor with an eigenvalue of 2.59, accounting for 
64.63% of the variance.  The scree plot confirmed the unidimensionality of the items.  
Table 7 shows the factor loadings and communalities for the four items.   
Table 7 
 
Factor Loadings and Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the General 
Reading  
Self-Efficacy Items 
 
Item  GRSE h2 
1. How confident are you that you will do well in reading this year? .71 .50 
2. How confident are you that you can learn to be a good reader? .80 .64 
3. In general, how confident are you in your abilities in reading?   .73 .54 
4. How confident are you that you will get an A in reading this 
year? .68 .46 
Percentage of variance 64.63%  
Note.  Factor loadings > .40 are shown in boldface.  h2 = communality coefficient. GRSE 
= general reading self-efficacy. 
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 Reading test self-efficacy.  An EFA was conducted on the three items of the 
Reading Test Self-Efficacy Scale.  The KMO value (KMO = .71), indicated that the 
sample size was appropriate for the analysis and Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (3, N = 
364) = 318.963, p < .001, showed that relationships were present among the items, 
justifying the use of factor analysis.  The maximum-likelihood extraction method resulted 
in one factor with an eigenvalue of 2.11, accounting for 70.46% of the variance.  The 
scree plot confirmed the unidimensionality of the items.  Table 8 shows the factor 
loadings and communalities for the three items.   
Table 8 
 
Factor Loadings and Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Reading Test 
Self-Efficacy Items 
 
Item  (RTSE) h2 
1. How confident are you that you can do a good job on standardized  
          tests in reading? .73 .54 
2. How confident are you that you can do a good job on important  
         reading tests? .72 .52 
3. How confident are you that you can do a good job on the reading  
         section of the CATS test? .78 .61 
Percentage of variance 70.46%  
Note.  Factor loadings > .40 are shown in boldface.  h2 = communality coefficient. RTSE 
= reading test self-efficacy. 
 
Self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading.  An EFA was conducted on the 10 
items of the Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading Scale.  The KMO measure of 
sampling adequacy was = .93.  KMO values above 0.9 are considered to be in the superb 
range by Kaiser (1974), indicating that the sample size was appropriate for the analysis.  
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (45, N = 364) = 1559.651, p < .001, showed that 
relationships were present among the items.  The maximum-likelihood extraction method 
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resulted in one factor with an eigenvalue of 5.17, accounting for 51.65% of the variance.  
The scree plot confirmed the unidimensionality of the items.  Table 9 shows the factor 
loadings and communalities for the ten items.   
Table 9 
 
Factor Loadings and Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Self-Efficacy 
for Self-Regulation in Reading Items 
 
Item (SESRR) h2 
1. How well can you finish your reading homework on time? .56 .32 
2. How well can you read when there are other interesting things to do? .62 .39 
3. How well can you concentrate while you are reading? .75 .57 
4. How well can you remember information that you read in your  
         schoolbooks? .64 .41 
5. How well can you get yourself to read? .76 .58 
6. How well can you participate in reading class? .65 .43 
7. How well can you arrange a place to read at home where you won’t    
          get distracted? .72 .53 
8. How well can you get help with reading if you need it? .52 .27 
9. How well can you check to see if you understand what you are  
          reading? .73 .54 
10. How well can you get back on track with your reading if you are  
          distracted? .79 .62 
Percentage of variance 51.65%  
Note.  Factor loadings >.40 are shown in boldface.  h2 = communality coefficient. SESRR 
= self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading. 
 
Reading skills self-efficacy.  Two of the original items of the Reading Skills 
Self-Efficacy scale were removed based on violations of screening guidelines as 
described above, resulting in 17 remaining items.  An EFA using the maximum 
likelihood extraction method was conducted on the remaining items of the scale.  As a 
check to make sure that factor analysis was appropriate, I examined the KMO measure of 
sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity.  The KMO measure of sampling 
adequacy, KMO = .95, indicated that the sample size was appropriate for the analysis.  
KMO values above 0.9 are considered to be in the superb range by Kaiser (1974).  
 
	   	   	   	  56	  
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (136, N = 364) = 3178.89, p < .001, showed that 
relationships were present among the items, justifying the use of factor analysis. 
 As outlined earlier, I first looked at eigenvalues and the scree plot to determine 
how many factors to retain.  The maximum-likelihood extraction method resulted in two 
eigenvalues greater than 1.00 (eigenvalues = 8.20 and 1.20), accounting for 48.23% and 
7.07% of the variance, respectively.  The two factors accounted for a total of 55.30% of 
the variance.  Examination of the scree plot confirmed the two-factor structure.   
 Next, I examined factor loadings and eliminated items that failed to meet the 
criteria I outlined earlier.  Items that had factor pattern loadings less than .40 were 
removed, and the EFA was rerun.  One item (i.e., “How confident are you that you can 
read and understand a comic book”) failed to load on either factor and was removed.  
After the item was removed, the EFA was rerun.  Items with pattern loadings that were 
equal to or greater than .40 on both factors were removed from the scale.  One such item 
(i.e., “How confident are you that you can read and understand an encyclopedia entry”) 
was eliminated because it loaded on both factors.  Next, I examined the items loading on 
each factor in terms of their conceptual cohesion.  One item (i.e., “How confident are you 
that you can read and understand a letter from a friend”) loaded on Factor 1 (items 
dealing with academic reading), although conceptually, it would have been expected to 
load on Factor 2 (items dealing with extracurricular reading).  In an effort to create 
factors that made conceptual sense, this item was removed from the scale (Byrne, 2006).  
 The final model of the EFA included 14 items loading on two factors.  Eleven 
items loaded on Factor 1 (pattern loadings ranged from .42 to .84).  These items focused 
on skills that students are asked to perform in an academic reading context.  This factor 
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was labeled “Self-Efficacy for Academic Reading.”  Three items loaded on Factor 2 
(pattern loadings ranged from .56 to .82).  These items reflected reading skills that 
students might be more likely to do outside of the school setting.  This factor was labeled 
as “Self-Efficacy for Extracurricular Reading.”  The two factors accounted for 49.74% 
and 8.17% of the variance explained, respectively.  Table 10 shows the factor pattern 
loadings and communalities for the 14 items.   
Table 10 
 
Final Factor Pattern Loadings and Communalities for Exploratory Factor Analysis of 
the Reading Skills Self-Efficacy Items 
 
Item SE for AR 
SE for 
ER h
2 
1. Sound out words .66  .03 .46 
2. Understand all the words on a page in one of your  
          school books .73  .06 .59 
3. Break big words into smaller parts (prefixes and  
          suffixes) .79 -.14 .50 
4. Understand the main idea of a story .84 -.13 .58 
5. Figure out the meaning of a hard word in a sentence .63  .18 .57 
6. Find important information in a passage .74 -.01 .55 
7. Make predictions about what you are reading .58  .17 .49 
8. Sound like a good reader when reading out loud .65 -.00 .43 
9. Understand what you are reading when you read silently .42  .19 .31 
10. Read and understand one of your schoolbooks .64  .20 .61 
11. Read and understand a long chapter book .43  .32 .46 
12. Read and understand the newspaper .26  .56 .56 
13. Read and understand a magazine -.05  .82 .62 
14. Read and understand a web page .08  .61 .44 
Percentage of variance 49.74 8.17 57.91 
Note.  Factor loadings >.40 are shown in boldface.  h2 = communality coefficient. SE = 
self-efficacy, AR = academic reading, and ER = extracurricular reading.  
 
 Reliability and validity.  Next, I calculated the internal consistency of items in 
each of the reading self-efficacy scales.  Items in all scales demonstrated adequate 
reliability.  The alpha coefficients for the reading self-efficacy scales are presented in 
Table 11.   
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Table 11 
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for the Reading Self-Efficacy Items 
Scale α 
     General Reading Self-Efficacy .82 
     Reading Test Self-Efficacy .80 
     Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading   .89 
     Self-Efficacy for Academic Reading .91 
     Self-Efficacy for Extracurricular Reading .76 
 
 To examine concurrent validity, I calculated bivariate correlations among the 
reading self-efficacy scales and related motivation constructs.  These correlations are 
presented in Table 12. The reading self-efficacy measures correlated in the expected  
Table 12 
Bivariate Correlations for the Self-Efficacy Measures and Sources of Reading Self-
Efficacy  
 
Self-Efficacy Variables M SD ME SP VE PS 
     General Reading Self-Efficacy 5.01 1.05 .74** .66** .56** -.58** 
     Reading Test Self-Efficacy 4.87 1.06 .69** .57** .51** -.49** 
     Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading 4.68 1.05 .64** .60** .57** -.62** 
     Self-Efficacy for Academic Reading 3.88 0.76 .68** .61** .47** -.53** 
     Self-Efficacy for Extracurricular Reading  4.95 1.09 .41** .46** .25** -.39** 
Note.  ME = mastery experience, SP = social persuasions, VE = vicarious experiences, 
PS = physiological states. 
*p < .05, ** p < .01 
 
directions with the four  sources of reading self-efficacy (i.e., mastery experiences, social 
persuasions, vicarious experiences, and physiological states) hypothesized by Bandura 
(1997).  That is, each reading self-efficacy measure was positively related to mastery 
experiences, vicarious experiences, and social persuasions and negatively related to 
anxiety and stress (i.e., physiological states).  The correlations between the reading self-
efficacy scales and the sources of self-efficacy were all significant at the .01 level.   
Reading self-efficacy was also correlated in the expected direction with reading 
achievement goal orientations (i.e., mastery goal orientation, performance approach goal 
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orientation, and performance avoidance goal orientation).  The majority of the 
correlations among the reading self-efficacy scales and the achievement goal orientations 
were significant at the .01 level.  These correlations are presented in Table 13.   
Table 13 
Bivariate Correlations for the Self-Efficacy Measures and Achievement Goals  
 
Self-Efficacy Variables M SD MG AP AV 
     General Reading Self-Efficacy 5.01 1.05 .51** .12** -.20** 
     Reading Test Self-Efficacy 4.87 1.06 .52** .16** -.13* 
     Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading 4.68 1.05 .61** .11* -.21** 
     Self-Efficacy for Academic Reading  3.88 0.76 .50** .08 -.22** 
     Self-Efficacy for Extracurricular Reading  4.95 1.09 .26** .01 -.19** 
Note. MG = mastery goals, AP = performance approach goals, AV = performance  
avoidance goals. 
*p < .05, ** p < .01 
 
Students who reported higher levels of reading self-efficacy reported higher levels of 
mastery goals and lower levels of performance-avoidance goals.  Performance-approach 
goals were positively related to general reading self-efficacy, reading test self-efficacy, 
and self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading, but were not significantly correlated with 
self-efficacy for academic reading or self-efficacy for extracurricular reading.   
 To examine predictive validity, I calculated bivariate correlations among each of 
the reading skills self-efficacy measures and the achievement-related scores.  These 
correlations are presented in Table 14.  All self-efficacy measures were significantly and 
positively related to all reading achievement measures.  Students with higher reading 
self-efficacy were more likely to do well on reading assessments.  However, the 
correlation between self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading and language arts grade 
and the correlation between self-efficacy for extracurricular reading and language arts 
grades failed to reach significance.  Correlations between the reading achievement scores  
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Table 14 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for Reading Self-Efficacy Measures and Reading Achievement Outcomes 
 
Variables M SD  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
     1. General Reading SE    5.01   1.05         
     2. Reading Test SE    4.87   1.06 .75**        
     3. SE for Self-Regulation in Reading     4.68   1.05 .77** .73**       
     4. SE for Academic Reading    3.88   0.76 .73** .74** .79**      
     5. SE for Extracurricular Reading    4.95   1.09 .49** .49** .56** .65**     
     6. Language Arts Grades   89.44 10.52 .14** .13* .09 .12*  .10    
     7. MAP Reading Scores 213.47 15.35 .23** .23** .22** .31** .34** .41**   
     8. Teacher Rating of Reading Competence      4.44   1.29 .21** .16* .20** .35** .18* .31** .58**  
     9. Minutes Read Daily   33.85 32.70 .31** .30** .43** .37** .29** .12* .26** .15* 
Note. SE = self-efficacy. 
*p < .05, ** p < .01
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and other motivation variables (i.e., sources of reading self-efficacy and achievement 
goals) are presented in Appendix D. 
Research Question 2: Mean Differences 
 The means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results for the tests of mean 
differences in reading self-efficacy are presented in Table 15.  These results are presented 
for the full sample and by student gender, ethnicity (i.e., African American and European 
American), and school type (i.e., elementary school and middle school).  Overall, 
students’ efficacy beliefs were highest in regards to their general reading abilities.  This 
was followed by self-efficacy for extracurricular reading, reading test self-efficacy, and 
self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading.  Students reported the least amount of 
confidence in their capabilities for academic reading.  
 There were no significant gender or ethnicity differences in reading self-efficacy.  
Elementary school students (M = 5.03) reported higher levels of self-efficacy for doing 
well on reading tests than did middle school students (M = 4.74), F (1, 329) = 4.86, p < 
.05, d = .28).  No other differences were found in the self-efficacy reported by elementary 
school students and middle school students. 
Research Question 3: Reading Self-Efficacy and Reading Performance 
 Relationship between reading self-efficacy and language arts grades.  I 
calculated four hierarchical linear regressions to determine the predictive validity of the 
reading self-efficacy variables on the reading achievement outcomes.  The results of 
these analyses are presented in Table 16.  For the first hierarchical linear regression, 
language arts grades were entered as the dependent variable.  General reading self- 
 
efficacy was hypothesized to be the best predictor of language arts grades and was  
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Table 15 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance Results 
 
 General 
Reading SE 
Reading 
Test SE 
SE for Self-
Regulation 
 
SE for 
Academic 
Reading  
 
SE for 
Extracurricular 
Reading  
Full Sample  
(n = 361) 
5.01 (1.05) 4.87 (1.06) 4.68 (1.05) 3.88 (0.76) 4.95 (1.09) 
      
Gender      
Girls (n = 171)  5.08 (1.04)  4.90 (1.02)  4.77 (1.02)  3.91 (0.74)  5.00 (1.04) 
Boys (n = 190)  4.95 (1.05)  4.85 (1.10)  4.60 (1.07)  3.89 (0.78)  4.90 (1.13) 
F  1.36  0.21  2.61  0.44  0.76 
Cohen’s d  0.12  0.05  0.16  0.03  0.09 
      
Ethnicity      
European American 
(n = 235) 
 
 
 5.01 (1.04)  4.81 (1.11)  4.67 (1.10)  3.89 (0.77)  5.00 (1.06) 
African American  
(n = 96)  5.15 (0.90)  5.09 (0.79)  4.75 (0.90)  3.93 (0.68)  4.81 (1.13) 
F  1.29  6.41  0.42  0.24  2.15 
Cohen’s d -0.14 -0.29 -0.08 -0.06  0.17 
      
School Type      
Elementary (n = 169) 5.02 (1.04) 5.03a (0.86) 4.79 (0.90) 3.94 (0.66)  4.83 (1.14) 
Middle (n = 192) 5.01 (1.05) 4.74b (1.19) 4.59 (1.15) 3.83 (0.83)  5.05 (1.04) 
F 0.03 7.32 3.48 1.79  3.66 
Cohen’s d 0.01 0.28 0.19 0.15 -0.20 
Note. SE = self-efficacy.  Group means for a dependent variable (row) that are in bold and 
followed by different letters are statistically different (p < .01) computed on an effect identified 
by ANOVA. 
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Table 16 
Hierarchical Regression Results Predicting Reading Achievement Outcomes 
 
 Language Arts  
Grades 
MAP  
Reading Scores 
Teacher Rating of  
Students’ Competence 
in Reading 
Minutes Read Daily 
Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 
         
General Reading Self-Efficacy (β)    .147**  .141      .086    .006     -.053 
Structure Coefficient (Uniqueness)   .922      .663    .562      .719 
Uniqueness  23%  2%  0%  0% 
         
Reading Test Self-Efficacy (β)   .063    -.017    -.015   -.093     -.048 
Structure Coefficient   .840      .631     .616    .415      .687 
Uniqueness  9% 0% 1%  3%  1% 
         
Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading (β)  -.091     -.145   -.142     .426**     .384** 
Structure Coefficient   .608      .606    .535      .978 
Uniqueness  9%  4%  5%  22% 
         
Self-Efficacy for Academic Reading (β)   .016     .172*     .218*     .399**   .550**      .109 
Structure Coefficient   .734     .874     .854     .986   .931      .859 
Uniqueness  0% 8% 9% 74% 60%  2% 
         
Self-Efficacy for Extracurricular Reading (β)   .031     .232**     .239**    -.079  -.056      .056 
Structure Coefficient   .602     .941     .919     .507   .479      .673 
Uniqueness  0% 24% 24% 3% 1%  1% 
         
F 7.485** 1.738 17.059** 10.745** 14.099** 6.333** 78.517** 16.419** 
Model R2   .022   .025     .128     .134     .125   .140     .181     .190 
R2 Change    .004      .006    .015      .008 
Note. MAP = Measures of Academic Progress. 
*p < .05, ** p < .01. 
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 entered into the first step of the model.  The remaining reading self-efficacy variables 
were entered into the second step of the model.  Before interpreting the regression results, 
I checked for multicollinearity by examining the collinearity diagnostics, the VIF 
statistic, and the tolerance statistic. 
 The collinearity diagnostics indicated that the variance proportions were spread 
out appropriately (i.e., for the smaller eigenvalues, the variance proportion loaded mainly 
on one scale) (Field, 2009).  The VIF statistics ranged from 1.78 to 3.86.  A VIF value 
larger than 10 and tolerance statistics below .2 can indicate multicollinearity (Field, 
2009).  For this analysis, all of the VIF and tolerance values were in an acceptable range.   
The results of the hierarchical linear regression indicated that general reading self-
efficacy was the only significant predictor of language arts grade, F (1, 337) = 7.49, p = 
.001, and explained 2% of the variance.  The variables entered at Step Two did not 
significantly contribute to the model (R2 change = .004, F change = .317, p = .867).   
 Relationship between reading self-efficacy and MAP reading scores.  A 
second hierarchical linear regression was conducted with MAP reading scores as the 
outcome variable.  Reading test self-efficacy, self-efficacy for academic reading, and 
self-efficacy for extracurricular reading were entered in the first step of the model.  The 
remaining self-efficacy variables were entered in the second step of the model.  The 
collinearity diagnostics indicated that the variance proportions were spread out 
appropriately (i.e., for the smaller eigenvalues, the variance proportion loaded mainly on 
one scale) (Field, 2009).  The VIF statistics ranged from 1.77 to 3.90.  The tolerance 
values ranged from .26 to .56.  For this analysis, the VIF statistics and tolerance values 
were in an acceptable range.In the first step of the model, self-efficacy for extracurricular 
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reading was the strongest predictor of MAP reading scores, followed by self-efficacy for 
academic reading.  The two variables accounted for 13% of the variance in the model, R2 
= .13, F (3, 348) = 17.06, p = .001.  The variables entered at Step 2 did not significantly 
contribute to the variance explained in the model (R2 change = .006, F change = 1.239, p 
= .291).   
 Relationship between reading self-efficacy and teacher ratings of students’ 
competence in reading.  I conducted a third hierarchical linear regression to determine 
which of the reading self-efficacy variables best predicted teacher ratings of students’ 
competence in reading.  Self-efficacy for academic reading and self-efficacy for 
extracurricular reading were entered in the first step of the model.  The remaining self-
efficacy variables were entered in the second step.  The collinearity diagnostics indicated 
that the variance proportions were spread out appropriately (i.e., for the smaller 
eigenvalues, the variance proportion loaded mainly on one scale) (Field, 2009).  The VIF 
statistics (1.72 to 3.58) and tolerance values (.28 to .58.) were in an acceptable range.   
 In the first step of the model, self-efficacy for academic reading was the only 
significant predictor of teacher ratings of students’ reading competence reading, 
accounting for 12% of the variance in the model, R2 = .13, F (2, 198) = 14.10, p = .001.  
The variables entered at Step 2 did not significantly contribute to the model (R2 change = 
.015, F change = 1.137, p = .335). 
 Relationship between reading self-efficacy and minutes read daily.  The final 
hierarchical linear regression was conducted with students’ report of minutes read daily 
as the outcome variable.  Self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading was entered in the 
first step of the model.  The remaining self-efficacy variables were entered in the second 
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step of the model.  The collinearity diagnostics indicated that the variance proportions 
were spread out appropriately (i.e., for the smaller eigenvalues, the variance proportion 
loaded mainly on one scale) (Field, 2009).  The VIF statistics (1.75 to 3.82) and tolerance 
values (.26 to .57) were in an acceptable range.   
 In the first step of the model, self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading was a 
significant predictor of minutes read daily, accounting for 18% of the variance in the 
model, R2 = .18, F (1, 355) = 78.52, p = .001.  The variables entered at step 2 did not 
significantly contribute to the model (R2 change = .008, F change = .914, p = .456). 
Summary of Findings 
 Three research questions and hypotheses guided the analyses described above.  
Overall, the hypotheses were supported.  The measures of reading self-efficacy 
developed for this study appear to be theoretically and psychometrically sound.  I 
hypothesized that mean differences would be present for students based on gender, 
ethnicity, and school type, but this hypothesis was not fully supported.  Mean differences 
existed for students based on school type, but only for reading test self-efficacy.  
Elementary school students reported higher levels of reading test self-efficacy than did 
middle school students.  Finally, reading self-efficacy was found to be a predictor of 
reading performance outcomes.  As hypothesized, the reading self-efficacy variable that 
most closely corresponded to the reading performance outcome was found to be the best 
predictor. 
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Chapter Five: Discussion 
 Social cognitive theory states that people are active participants in their own lives.  
This active participation occurs through a reciprocal process between personal, 
behavioral, and environmental factors.  Within this framework, individuals’ personal 
efficacy beliefs are powerful determinants of the behaviors they choose and how they 
interact with their environments.  On the path to developing literacy, young learners 
develop beliefs about their reading capabilities that likely guide what behaviors they 
choose, how they read, and ultimately, whether they succeed or fail.  
 I undertook this dissertation study with three goals.  The first goal of the study 
was to develop theoretically and psychometrically sound measures of reading self-
efficacy.  My second goal was to determine whether differences in levels of reading self-
efficacy were present for students based on their gender, ethnicity, or school type.  
Finally, I wanted to understand the relationship between different types of reading self-
efficacy and four reading performance outcomes.  In this final chapter, I will review the 
findings and discuss their meaning and significance from the framework of social 
cognitive theory and current educational psychology research.  I will also discuss 
implications and directions for future research.   
Psychometric Properties of the Reading Self-Efficacy Measures   
In this study, I paid close attention to Bandura’s (2006) guidelines for scale 
creation as a way to ensure that the self-efficacy measures were firmly based in social 
cognitive theory.  I attempted to address the limitations that were present in reading self-
efficacy scales commonly used.  Many currently used reading self-efficacy scales, though 
interesting measures of various psychological phenomena, were not developed in 
  
	   	  	   	   	   	  68	  
accordance with social cognitive theory.  Items in these scales are not phrased in terms of 
capabilities or specific to the task of interest, a range of reading content is not adequately 
covered, and the measures often lack correspondence to the outcome of interest (e.g., 
achievement).  Bandura (2006) warned that these problems could lead to the 
mismeasurement of self-efficacy.  Failure to follow the theoretical moorings of social 
cognitive theory can result in weakened predictive power between self-efficacy and 
achievement (Bandura, 2006; Pajares, 1996).   
I crafted items that assessed students’ perceptions of their capabilities, as opposed 
to related constructs, like self-worth or self-esteem.  Literacy experts and focus groups 
were also involved in the scale development process to ensure that items adequately 
covered the content of interest and were understandable.  The reading self-efficacy scales 
covered different aspects of reading, in an attempt to reflect the myriad of ways in which 
reading efficacy is determined.   
 The results of factor analyses for the General Reading Self-Efficacy Scale, 
Reading Test Self-Efficacy Scale, and Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulation in Reading Scale 
indicated that the measures were unidimensional and psychometrically sound.  The 
Reading Skills Self-Efficacy Scale was found to have two dimensions, defined as self-
efficacy for academic reading and self-efficacy for extracurricular reading.  Items in each 
of the reading self-efficacy scales demonstrated adequate reliability and validity.  
Reliability coefficients for each of the scales ranged from .76 to .91.   
 A first contribution of this dissertation research is therefore to provide measures 
of reading self-efficacy that are grounded in social cognitive theory, with specific 
attention paid to different reading contexts.  It seems likely that students’ judgments of 
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their capabilities vary according to the specific reading tasks they face.  Some students 
may be confident in their abilities to read a passage silently and answer comprehension 
questions, but less confident when it is time to read a passage in front of their peers.  For 
these reasons, self-efficacy should be thought of as a distinct, specific judgment of 
capabilities.  Researchers can use the measures developed in this study to assess reading 
self-efficacy within the context of general reading self-efficacy, reading test self-efficacy, 
self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading, self-efficacy for academic reading, and self-
efficacy for extracurricular reading.  The reading tasks that students face vary widely; 
therefore, measures of self-efficacy should reflect the diversity and specificity of these 
tasks.  Measuring these beliefs in a domain and task-specific way may improve the 
predictive ability of reading self-efficacy in future research (Bandura, 2006).   
 Bandura (1997) hypothesized that self-beliefs are influenced by information from 
four sources: mastery experiences, social persuasions, vicarious experiences, and 
physiological states.  Previous research has shown relationships between self-efficacy 
and the four sources, although this research has been limited to the area of mathematics.  
For example, Usher and Pajares (2009) found that four different types of mathematics 
self-efficacy (e.g., mathematics grade self-efficacy) were each significantly correlated 
with the four sources of mathematics self-efficacy.  This study replicates these findings in 
the area of reading.  All measures of reading self-efficacy were significantly correlated in 
the expected directions with the four sources of self-efficacy hypothesized by Bandura 
(1997).  Students with higher self-efficacy reported more mastery experiences, social 
persuasions, and vicarious experiences in reading and fewer adverse physiological states 
related to reading.  These findings provide a first look at how reading self-efficacy is 
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related to the four sources in reading and provides evidence for the validity of the reading 
self-efficacy measures used in this study. 
 Reading self-efficacy was also significantly correlated in the expected directions 
with the three achievement goal orientations (i.e., mastery goals, performance-approach 
goals, and performance-avoidance goals).  This may indicate that students who are 
confident in their reading abilities are more likely to pursue learning for the sake of 
learning (i.e., mastery goals), as opposed to learning as an attempt to avoid failure or 
looking stupid to teachers or classmates (i.e., performance-avoidance goals).  The 
relationship between performance-approach goals and reading self-efficacy was less 
clear.  For example, it seems that students who are confident in reading may have 
performance-approach learning goals (i.e., learning because they want to look smart to 
peers and teachers), but this may vary by context.  Performance-approach goals have 
typically been thought of as a maladaptive approach to learning; however, some 
researchers have argued that these types of goals are not necessarily negative, but can be 
adaptive in some situations (Midgley et al., 2001; Pajares et al., 2000).   
 Most of the correlations between reading self-efficacy and achievement outcomes 
were significant and positive.  Overall, students with higher reading self-efficacy were 
more likely to do well on reading assessments.  However, this relationship did not hold 
true for language arts grades.  Students’ language arts grades were not related to self-
efficacy for self-regulation or self-efficacy for extracurricular reading.  At first glance, 
this finding could appear surprising because it would seem that students who are good 
self-regulators and who are confident in their independent reading abilities would be 
those who are doing well in reading class.  However, one likely explanation for this 
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finding can be found in the nature of the performance outcome.  In this study, language 
arts grades included not only an assessment of students’ reading performance, but also 
writing performance.  Grades can also be confounded by the inclusion of aspects of 
student behavior, such as level of class participation or amount of effort expended 
(Guskey, 2011).  The weak relationship between language arts grades and reading self-
efficacy illustrates the importance of correspondence between the type of self-efficacy 
being assessed and the outcome of interest.  These factors may have contributed to the 
weakened relationship between grade and reading self-efficacy found in this study.   
 Overall, the four measures of reading self-efficacy developed and used in this 
study appear to be grounded in social cognitive theory and psychometrically sound.  Each 
measure demonstrated adequate reliability, concurrent validity, and predictive validity.  
Researchers can use these measures to assess context-specific reading self-efficacy for 
students in upper elementary and early middle school grades.   
Gender, Ethnicity, and School Type Differences in Reading Self-Efficacy 
 The second goal of the study was to determine if students from different groups 
(i.e., gender, ethnicity, and school type) reported different levels of the four types of 
reading self-efficacy.  I first examined gender differences in reading self-efficacy, 
hypothesizing that girls would have higher reading self-efficacy than boys.  In the past, 
researchers have found that girls report more confidence for their abilities in reading and 
higher task value for reading than do boys (Eccles et al., 1993; Meece, Glienke, & Burg, 
2006).  Researchers have hypothesized that this may be due to socialization practices that 
present reading as a more “feminine” subject than others, resulting in girls believing they 
are better in reading than mathematics or science.  Contrary to my hypothesis, in this 
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study, girls and boys reported similar levels of self-efficacy and this was found for all 
four measures of efficacy beliefs.  This finding may indicate new and positive trends in 
how students view themselves as readers.  Perhaps, by exposure to role models or 
targeted interventions, students are becoming less likely to view academic subjects as 
feminine or masculine.  Although this result was surprising, the lack of gender 
differences in this study could be an indicator that teachers’ and students’ perceptions 
about reading may be changing, resulting in both girls and boys feeling equally confident 
in this subject area.  Future research should examine whether these findings hold in 
higher grade levels where gender stereotypes may be more pronounced.  
Motivation researchers have found that African American students often report 
equal, if not higher, motivation and self-perception of ability for academic subjects when 
compared to European American students (Graham, 1994).  In this study, I found that 
African American and European American students reported similar levels of all types of 
reading self-efficacy.  This is encouraging for teachers who hope that all students will 
feel capable in their reading abilities.   
Despite this finding, it should be noted that African American students still 
underperform in reading compared to their European American peers.  Some research 
suggests that African American students maintain positive self-beliefs, even in the face of 
achievement difficulties (Graham, 1994).  These positive self-beliefs may serve an 
adaptive and self-protective function in the face of societal and environmental challenges 
(Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Graham, 1994).  Examining the calibration of African 
American and European American students’ self-beliefs with their actual reading 
achievement level was beyond the scope of this study; however, future research in this 
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area could be helpful for understanding what factors predict achievement for different 
groups of students.  
The findings of this study also show that, for most reading tasks, elementary and 
middle school students report similar levels of capability.  One notable difference 
emerged, however.  Elementary school students were more confident in their ability to do 
well on standardized tests in reading than middle school students.  This finding may be 
better understood when examined through the lens of the developmental nature of self-
efficacy.  Bandura (1997) hypothesized that younger students often have higher self-
efficacy than older students due to their difficulty in assessing the cognitive demands of a 
task and their own cognitive capabilities.  As students get older, they become better at 
metacognitive thinking (i.e., knowing what they know), leading to more accurate, but 
sometimes lower levels of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  This finding may also speak to 
the difference in testing cultures in elementary and middle schools.  As students move to 
middle school, more difficult academic requirements and an increased emphasis on 
standardized, high-stakes tests may decrease students’ confidence in their test-taking 
ability (Barksdale-Ladd & Thomas, 2000; Shepard, 2000).   
Reading Self-Efficacy and Reading Performance 
 The final goal of the study was to determine the predictive power of different 
types of reading self-efficacy for four reading performance outcomes.  Bandura (1997) 
asserted that self-efficacy is a task-specific assessment.  A student may have high self-
efficacy for one academic task (i.e., completing a math problem) but low self-efficacy for 
another academic task (i.e., reading out loud in class).  Although many researchers have 
assessed self-efficacy across academic content areas (i.e., writing, science, math), few 
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have looked at the various efficacy judgments that students make about the different 
types of tasks or skills they face within one content area.  In this study, I attempted to 
assess specific types of self-efficacy within the area of reading.  I was interested in 
examining how these different efficacy perceptions might differentially predict students’ 
performance on a variety of reading tasks.  I hypothesized, based on Bandura’s (2006) 
recommendations about issues of context and specificity of self-efficacy assessment, that 
the reading self-efficacy scale that most closely corresponded with the outcome of 
interest would be the best predictor of that indicator of reading performance. 
The results of the hierarchical regression analyses demonstrated the importance of 
correspondence between type of self-efficacy and the achievement outcome of interest.  
In all four analyses, the type of self-efficacy that was most closely aligned with the 
achievement outcome was the best predictor.  This finding supports Bandura’s (2006) 
assertion that self-efficacy is not a “one measure fits all” approach but instead a self-
assessment that can vary in level and predictive ability from context to context.  For 
example, self-efficacy for academic reading and self-efficacy for extracurricular reading 
were the best predictors of MAP reading scores, accounting for 12.8% of explained 
variance.  These two scales emphasized a variety of reading skills that correspond well to 
the content of the MAP standardized reading assessment.  Self-efficacy for academic 
reading, one of the reading skills self-efficacy subscales, explained 12.5% of the variance 
in teacher rating of students’ reading competence.  This scale was crafted to capture the 
reading skills that are used in the school setting, corresponding well with teachers’ ideas 
of reading competence.  Finally, students’ reports of minutes read daily were best 
predicted by self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading, which accounted for 18% of the 
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explained variance.  Students who perceive that they are good self-regulators (e.g., 
confident they can comprehend what they are reading and get back on track when they 
are distracted) are more likely to spend increased amounts of time reading outside of 
school.   
General reading self-efficacy was the best predictor of language arts grades.  I 
hypothesized that this scale would be the best predictor of language arts grades because 
the broadly-phrased items corresponded closely with the outcome measures (“How 
confident are you that you will get an “A” in reading this year?).  However, general 
reading self-efficacy only accounted for 2.2% of the variance in language arts grades.  
Why might self-efficacy have explained so little of the variance in the language arts 
grade?  One answer might be found in the nature of the outcome variable.  Bandura 
(1997) noted that efficacy beliefs might not account for large amounts of variance “when 
factors extraneous to quality of performance also affect outcomes” (p. 24).  As mentioned 
earlier, language arts grades are not a “pure” assessment of reading ability, but rather an 
assessment that reflects performance in reading, writing, and language usage and 
mechanics.  Grades also include assessments of students’ work practices and classroom 
behavior (Guskey, 2011).  A grade that reflects students’ performance in reading alone 
might have been a more suitable outcome in this study; however, none of the school 
partners provided such a grade.  The results from this study provide further support for 
Bandura’s (2006) caution to think carefully about issues of correspondence between self-
efficacy and the outcome variable of interest.  
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Implications 
 
Teachers reading this dissertation may wonder what influence these findings 
might have on their day-to-day classroom activities and interactions.  One major 
implication from this study is that teachers interested in assessing students’ efficacy 
beliefs should keep an eye focused on context.  Typically, self-efficacy research has been 
conducted at the domain level (e.g., mathematics, science).  The findings from this study 
illustrate that reading self-efficacy is a multidimensional construct, and students make 
distinct judgments about their capabilities based on different reading tasks, skills, and 
contexts.  Instead of assessing students’ self-beliefs for the general area of reading, 
teachers should attempt to assess students’ beliefs with this emphasis on specificity in 
mind.  For example, if teachers are interested in understanding their students’ self-beliefs 
about their capabilities for standardized tests, they should ask about those specific beliefs.  
Students may also have different levels of self-efficacy across reading tasks, feeling 
confident when asked to read silently, but less so when asked to read aloud in front of 
their peers.  Finally, students’ reading attitudes and beliefs may be based on the reading 
context.  Some students may not be confident about certain types of academic reading, 
like a science passage, but confident in their abilities to read a comic book or graphic 
novel.  Simply asking students if they feel confident as readers may not provide a 
complete picture of their reading capabilities.  
Pajares (2006) asserted, “Inaccurate self-beliefs, rather than poor knowledge or 
inadequate skills, are often responsible for people shortchanging themselves personally, 
socially, and academically” (p. 354).  Educators may be able to use these newly 
developed reading self-efficacy measures to gain important insights about their students’ 
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self-beliefs.  This could be done as a one-time assessment or at multiple time points to 
see how students’ beliefs change over the course of a school year.  This information 
could be put to practical use to help identify students who are less confident in their 
reading abilities.  A teacher might learn that some students who report high general 
reading self-efficacy may also report low self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading. 
Teachers could then tailor interventions to increase students’ self-regulatory skills and 
reading performance in appropriate and constructive ways.  
Reading efficacy, or competence, has often been defined and measured in narrow 
ways.  For example, many studies assess reading efficacy as a students’ score on a 
standardized test or a grade in language arts.  Traditional outcome measures, such as 
these, can provide important information about student achievement.  However, relying 
on these types of assessments alone does not always provide a complete picture of the 
multiple ways that reading proficiency can manifest in a student’s behavior.  In this 
study, I included a behavioral measure of reading performance, daily minutes read 
outside of school.  I found that students who had more confidence in their ability to self-
regulate were more likely to spend increased time reading outside of school.  Doing well 
on standardized tests and making good grades is important, but for many parents and 
teachers, the larger goal is to help students develop behaviors that result in a life-long 
love of reading.  It seems that working to improve students’ self-regulatory skills could 
be one way to develop an intrinsic interest in reading.  The behavioral measure of 
minutes read daily provided a more holistic picture of students’ reading behaviors, as 
opposed to using only traditional assessments of reading efficacy (i.e., grades, 
standardized test scores).   
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Limitations and Future Directions 
 Several limitations of this study should be noted.  First of all, this study was based 
on student self-report.  Students may have responded in socially desirable ways for fear 
that teachers or parents might have access to their responses.  I attempted to reduce this 
source of bias by reminding students that there were no right answers to the survey items 
and that all responses would be kept confidential.  
 This study was a cross-sectional design, similar to most of the current reading 
self-efficacy research.  Although informative, this type of snapshot does not provide 
information about how self-efficacy develops and changes over time.  Less attention has 
been paid to examining self-efficacy in a longitudinal context.  Longitudinal research 
could shed light on how reading self-efficacy changes as students develop higher-level 
thinking skills and as they transition to different learning environments.  The transition 
from elementary to middle school has long been identified as a critical period in students’ 
development (Dembo & Eaton, 2000).  For some students, this transition is characterized 
by lowered academic performance and less engagement in reading (Wood, Edwards, 
Hill-Miller, & Vintinner, 2006).  Researchers could use longitudinal designs to follow 
students during this transition, with the goal of understanding how their efficacy beliefs 
change and identifying critical periods for intervention.  
 In this study, the regression models explained a significant, but small percentage 
of variance in reading achievement.  Future research should investigate other related 
variables to determine which combination of factors best predicts reading achievement.  
Environmental and behavioral factors such as early reading skills, socioeconomic status, 
classroom and teacher characteristics, amount of time spent reading, and English 
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proficiency have been shown to influence a student’s trajectory towards reading 
competence (Becker, McElvany, & Kortenbruck, 2010; Chatterji, 2006; Lesaux, Rupp, 
and Siegel, 2007).  These types of covariates were not included in this study and may 
account for predictive power of the reading outcomes.  Future research could also include 
variables from other motivation theories.  For example, an expectancy-value perspective 
of motivation would point reading researchers toward examining how students’ 
expectancies for success influence their academic behaviors (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  
Self-determination theorists have identified autonomy, competence, and belonging as 
critical factors in academic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  These variables could be 
studied at the student and classroom level as a way to broaden what is known about 
reading achievement.  Including these important environmental, behavioral, and personal 
variables as covariates could provide a clearer picture of the complex factors that 
influence reading achievement.   
 In this study, I used a newly created Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy Scale to 
assess concurrent validity.  Little research has focused on how students come to develop 
their self-efficacy in reading.  One future direction for research is the validation of the 
sources of self-efficacy in reading scale.  With a valid scale, researchers could ask 
different questions about reading self-efficacy.  Researchers could learn whether the 
sources that inform students’ beliefs vary by type of reading self-belief.  For example, 
does self-efficacy for self-regulation in reading come from different experiences than 
reading skills self-efficacy?  Also, further research in this area could help to determine if 
the four sources of self-efficacy function in similar or different ways for students from 
different groups (e.g., gender, ethnicity, school type).  
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Little is known about how or if the relationship between reading self-efficacy and 
reading achievement varies for students of different groups.  This was not a focus of the 
present study.  More research should be conducted to see if reading self-efficacy has the 
same predictive power for different groups of students.  For example, a researcher could 
investigate whether reading self-efficacy is the strongest predictor of achievement for 
boys and girls when other motivational variables are included in the model.  Perhaps 
reading self-efficacy could be the strongest predictor of achievement for girls, but a 
different variable, like interest or autonomy, could be a better predictor for boys.  
Examining these types of questions may provide a clearer picture of the relationship 
between reading self-efficacy and achievement when personal and contextual factors are 
considered.  Although self-efficacy may be the best predictor for one group of students, 
this may not hold true when gender, ethnicity, grade-level, or socioeconomic differences 
are considered.  
 In this dissertation, I focused on explaining reading achievement through the lens 
of social cognitive theory.  The more important and practical goal for this study was to 
learn more about how students’ beliefs influence whether they succeed or fail in reading. 
As Bandura (1997) explained,   
educational practices should be gauged not only by the skills and knowledge they 
impart for present use but also by what they do to children’s beliefs about their 
capabilities, which affects how they approach the future.  Students who develop a 
strong sense of self-efficacy are well equipped to educate themselves when they 
have to rely on their own initiative. (p. 176). 
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Developing positive reading self-beliefs may have long-lasting implications for students, 
not only in the area of reading achievement, but in other areas in school and beyond.  It is 
my hope that the conclusions from this dissertation may by used by parents and teachers 
to help students develop into competent and confident learners. 
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Appendix A 
 
Sample Pilot Survey  
 
Gender (please circle): Female Male 
  
Which of these best describes you? (please circle one) 
White African American/ Black  
Asian/ 
Asian American 
Hispanic/ 
Latino(a)  
Other:  
_______________ 
 
Directions: Please use the following scale to answer the following statements. Circle 
the letter that best describes how true or false each statement is for 
you. 
 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 My reading teachers have told me that I am good at 
reading. F F F T T T 
2 Just being in reading group makes me feel stressed and 
nervous. F F F T T T 
3 Seeing adults who are good readers pushes me to do 
better. F F F T T T 
4 I do well on even the most difficult reading 
assignments. F F F T T T 
5 Seeing kids do better than me in reading pushes me to 
do better. F F F T T T 
6 Adults in my family have told me what a good reader I 
am. F F F T T T 
7 Reading takes all of my energy. F F F T T T 
8 Other classmates have told me that I’m good in reading. F F F T T T 
9 I do well on reading assignments. F F F T T T 
10 When I see how another student reads a passage, I can 
see myself reading the passage in the same way. F F F T T T 
11 People have told me I have a talent for reading.  F F F T T T 
12 I got a good grade in reading on my last report card. F F F T T T 
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13 I have been praised for my ability in reading. F F F T T T 
14 Even when I practice reading, I do poorly in reading. F F F T T T 
15 I start to feel stressed-out as soon as I begin to read. F F F T T T 
16 When I see how my reading teacher reads a passage, I 
can picture myself reading the passage in the same way. F F F T T T 
17 My mind goes blank and I am unable to think clearly 
when reading. F F F T T T 
18 My classmates like to be in my reading group because 
they think I am good at reading. F F F T T T 
19 I get depressed when I think about having to read. F F F T T T 
20 I have always been successful at reading. F F F T T T 
21 I imagine myself reading challenging passages 
successfully. F F F T T T 
22 I compete with myself in reading. F F F T T T 
23 My whole body becomes tense when I have to read.  F F F T T T 
24 I do well on reading tests. F F F T T T 
 
Directions:  Using the scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 (completely 
confident), answer the questions below. Remember that you can circle any number 
from 1 to 6. 
 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not at all confident   Completely confident 
 
1 In general, how confident are you in your abilities in 
reading? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 How confident are you that you will get a grade better than a D in reading this year? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 How confident are you that you will get a grade better than a C in reading this year? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 How confident are you that you will get a grade better than a B in reading this year? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 How confident are you that you will get an A in reading 
this year? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 How confident are you that you will do a good job on the 
reading section of the CATS test? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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7 
How confident are you that you will pass the reading 
section of the CATS test with a score of “Novice” or 
higher? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 
How confident are you that you will pass the reading 
section of the CATS test with a score of “Apprentice” or 
higher? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
9 
How confident are you that you will pass the reading 
section of the CATS test with a score of “Proficient” or 
higher? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 How confident are you that you will pass the reading 
section of the CATS test with a score of “Distinguished”? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Directions: Read each statement below very carefully and use the following scale to 
answer as honestly as you can. Remember that you can circle any number 
from 1 to 6. 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not very well at all   Very well 
 
1 How well can you finish your reading homework on time? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 How well can you read when there are other interesting 
things to do? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 How well can you concentrate when you are reading? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 How well can you remember information that you read in 
your schoolbooks? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 How well can you get yourself to read? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 How well can you participate in reading class? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 How well can you arrange a place to read at home where 
you won't get distracted? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 How well can you choose to do your reading work instead of 
using the internet? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
9  How well can you choose to do your reading work instead of 
watching TV? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 How well can you choose to do your reading work instead of 
playing video or computer games? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
11 How well can you check to see if you understand what you 
are reading? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 How well can you get back on track with your reading when 
distracted? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Directions:  Using the same scale, please rate how much confidence you have that 
you can succeed at exercises related to the following reading 
topics.  
 
Remember that you can circle any number from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 
(completely confident). 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not at all confident   Completely confident 
 
How confident are you that you can … Not at all confident 
Completely 
confident 
1 sound out words 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 understand all the words on a page in one of your 
schoolbooks 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 break big words into smaller parts (prefixes and 
suffixes) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 understand the main idea of a story 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 figure out the meaning of an unknown word in a 
sentence 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 skim a passage for important information 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 make predictions about what you are reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 sound like a good reader when reading out loud 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9 understand what I am reading when I read to myself 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 read and understand a letter from a friend 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11 read and understand one of your schoolbooks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 read and understand the newspaper 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13 read and understand a thick chapter book 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14 read and understand an email sent to you by a friend 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15 read and understand a text message sent to you by a 
friend 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
16 read and understand a comic book 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17 read and understand a magazine 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18 read and understand a passage on a standardized test 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19 read and understand a book that a 4th grader would 
read 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
20 read and understand a book that a 6th grader would 
read 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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21 read and understand a book that an 8th grader would 
read 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
22 read and understand a book that a high school student 
would read 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
23 read and understand a book that a college student 
would read 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Directions: Read the sentences below.  Put them in order from what makes you 
MOST CONFIDENT (1st) to LEAST CONFIDENT (5th).  Write the rank 
(1st to 5th) on the line next to the sentence. 
 
What makes you feel confident in reading? 
 
 When I do well at reading. 
 When other people tell me I’m a good reader. 
 When I see other people do well at reading. 
 When I do better than others at reading. 
 When I’m not feeling too worried about reading. 
 
How true or false is each statement for you? 
 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 You have a certain amount of reading ability, and you 
really can’t do much to change it. F F F T T T 
2 Your reading ability is something about you that you 
can’t change very much. F F F T T T 
3 You can learn new things, but you can’t really change 
your basic reading ability. F F F T T T 
4 No matter who you are, you can change your reading 
ability a lot. F F F T T T 
5 You can always greatly change how good of a reader you 
are. F F F T T T 
6 No matter how much reading ability you have, you can 
always change it quite a bit. F F F T T T 
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How true or false is each statement for you? 
 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 
The reason I do my reading assignments is so the 
teacher doesn't  
think I know less than other students. 
F F F T T T 
2 I want to do better than other students in my 
reading class. F F F T T T 
3 I like reading work I can learn from, even if I make a 
lot of mistakes. F F F T T T 
4 I do my reading assignments so others in the class 
won't think I'm dumb. F F F T T T 
5 I would feel successful in reading if I did better than most of the other students in the class. F F F T T T 
6 An important reason I do my reading assignments is 
because I like to learn new things. F F F T T T 
7 One reason I might not participate in my reading 
group or class is to avoid looking stupid. F F F T T T 
8 
I would feel really good if I were the only student in 
my reading group or class who could answer the 
teacher's questions. 
F F F T T T 
9 I like reading assignments that really make me think. F F F T T T 
10 One of my main goals in reading is to avoid looking 
like I can't do my work. F F F T T T 
11 I'd like to show my reading teacher that I'm smarter than the other students in my class. F F F T T T 
12 An important reason I do my reading assignments is 
because I want to become a better student. F F F T T T 
13 It's important to me that I don't look stupid in 
reading group or class. F F F T T T 
14 Doing better in reading than other students is 
important to me. F F F T T T 
15 I do my reading assignments because I am interested 
in them. F F F T T T 
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16 An important reason I do my reading assignments is 
so I won't embarrass myself. F F F T T T 
Directions: Use the scales to tell us about technology during your reading class. 
 
 
 
How often does your teacher use  
the following during reading class?  
 1 2 3     4 5 6 
 
 
Never Very Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
Do you think your 
teacher uses this 
enough during reading 
class? 
1 Technology (in 
general) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
enough 
Just  
right 
Too  
much 
2 PowerPoint 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
enough 
Just  
right 
Too  
much 
3 Smart Board 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
enough 
Just  
right 
Too  
much 
4 Whiteboard/Dry 
erase board 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
enough 
Just  
right 
Too  
much 
5 Computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
enough 
Just  
right 
Too  
much 
6 Videos 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not 
enough 
Just  
right 
Too  
much 
 
How confident are you that you can use the following to help you with your 
reading? 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not at all 
Confident     
Very  
Confident  
 
1 Technology (in general) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 PowerPoint 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 Smart Board 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 Whiteboard/Dry erase board 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 Computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 Videos 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix B 
 
Sample Final Survey 
 
Gender (please circle): Girl  Boy 
 
Which of these best describes you? (please circle one) 
White African American/ Black  
Asian/ 
Asian American 
Hispanic/ 
Latino(a)  
Other:  
_______________ 
 
Directions: Read the sentences below.  Put them in order from what makes you 
MOST CONFIDENT (1st) to LEAST CONFIDENT (5th) by drawing a line 
to match each sentence with the rank (1st to 5th). 
What makes you feel confident in reading? 
 
When I do well in reading class. •  • 1
st (Most confident) 
When other people tell me I’m a 
good reader. 
•  • 2nd  
When I see other people do well in 
reading. 
•  • 3rd  
When I do better than other 
people in reading. 
•  • 4th  
When I’m not feeling too worried 
about reading. 
•  • 5th (Least confident) 
 
Directions: Please use the following scale to answer the following statements. Circle 
the letter that best describes how true or false each statement is for 
you. 
 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 My reading teachers have told me that I am good at 
reading. F F F T T T 
2 Just being in reading group makes me feel stressed 
and nervous. F F F T T T 
3 Seeing adults who are good readers pushes me to be a 
better reader. F F F T T T 
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4 I do well on even the most difficult reading 
assignments. F F F T T T 
5 Seeing kids do better than me in reading pushes me 
to be a better reader. F F F T T T 
6 Adults in my family have told me what a good reader 
I am. F F F T T T 
7 Reading takes all of my energy. F F F T T T 
8 Other students have told me that I’m good in 
reading. F F F T T T 
9 I do well on reading assignments. F F F T T T 
10 When I see how another student reads, I can see 
myself reading in the same way. F F F T T T 
11 People have told me I have a talent for reading. F F F T T T 
12 I got a good grade in reading on my last report card. F F F T T T 
13 I have been complimented for my ability in reading. F F F T T T 
14 Even when I practice, I do badly in reading. F F F T T T 
15 I start to feel stressed-out as soon as I begin to 
read. F F F T T T 
16 When I see how my reading teacher reads, I can see 
myself reading in the same way. F F F T T T 
17 My mind goes blank and I am unable to think clearly 
when reading. F F F T T T 
18 Other students like to be in my reading group 
because I am good at reading. F F F T T T 
19 I get sad when I think about having to read. F F F T T T 
20 I have always been successful at reading. F F F T T T 
21 I imagine myself reading hard passages successfully. F F F T T T 
22 I compete with myself in reading. F F F T T T 
23 My whole body becomes tense when I have to read. F F F T T T 
24 I make excellent grades on reading tests. F F F T T T 
25 In reading, I always try to do better than I have 
before. F F F T T T 
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Directions:  Using the scale from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 (completely 
confident), answer the questions below. Remember that you can circle any number 
from 1 to 6. 
 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not at all confident   Completely confident 
 
1 In general, how confident are you in your abilities in 
reading? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 How confident are you that you will do well in reading this 
year?  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 How confident are you that you can learn to be a good 
reader?  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 How confident are you that you can do well on standardized 
tests in reading? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 How confident are you that you will get an A in reading this 
year? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 How confident are you that you can do a good job on 
important reading tests? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 How confident are you that you can read and understand a 
book that a 4th grader would read? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 How confident are you that you can read and understand a 
book that a 6th grader would read? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
9 How confident are you that you can read and understand a 
book that a high school student would read?  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 How confident are you that you can read and understand a 
book that a college student would read? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
11 How confident are you that you can do a good job on the 
reading section of the CATS test? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 
Circle the score you think you will get on the reading 
section of the CATS test. 
1 
(Novice) 
2 
(Apprentice) 
3 
(Proficient) 
4 
(Distinguished)  
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Directions: Read each statement below very carefully and use the following scale to 
answer as honestly as you can. Remember that you can circle any number 
from 1 to 6 
 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not very well at all   Very well 
    
 
 
1 How well can you finish your reading homework on time? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 How well can you read if there are other interesting things 
to do? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 How well can you concentrate while you are reading? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 How well can you remember information that you read in 
your schoolbooks? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 How well can you get yourself to read? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 How well can you participate in reading class? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 How well can you arrange a place to read at home where 
you won't get distracted? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 How well can you get help with reading if you need it? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9 How well can you check to see if you understand what you 
are reading? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 How well can you get back on track with your reading if you 
are distracted? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Directions:  Using the same scale, please rate how much confidence you have that 
you can succeed at exercises related to the following reading 
topics. Remember that you can circle any number from 1 (not confident 
at all) to 6 (completely confident). 
 
1  2  3 4  5  6 
 
Not at all confident   Completely confident 
 
How confident are you that you can … Not at all 
confident 
Completely 
confident 
1 sound out words 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 understand all the words on a page in one of your 
schoolbooks 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 break big words into smaller parts (prefixes and 
suffixes) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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4 understand the main idea of a story 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 figure out the meaning of a hard word in a sentence 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 find important information in a passage 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 make predictions about what you are reading 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 sound like a good reader when reading out loud 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9 understand what you are reading when you read 
silently 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 read and understand a letter from a friend 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11 read and understand one of your schoolbooks 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 read and understand the newspaper 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13 read and understand a long chapter book 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14 read and understand an email sent to you by a friend 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15 read and understand a text message sent to you by a 
friend 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
16 read and understand a comic book 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17 read and understand a magazine 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18 read and understand a web page 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19 read and understand an encyclopedia entry 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
1. If I have trouble reading, I want help from:     ______an adult _____ a 
student. 
 
2. I usually read for __________ minutes each day outside of school. 
 
3. What makes someone a good reader? 
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
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How true or false is each statement for you? 
 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 Some people are just good readers.   F F F T T T 
2 Some people just aren’t good at reading, no matter how 
hard they try. F F F T T T 
3 Either you’re good at reading or you’re not. F F F T T T 
4 Some people just can’t read well. F F F T T T 
5 Boys are better readers than girls. F F F T T T 
6 Girls are better readers than boys. F F F T T T 
7 I am a better reader than the boys in my class. F F F T T T 
8 I am a better reader than the girls in my class. F F F T T T 
 
Directions: Use the scales to tell us about technology during your reading class. 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 We use a lot of technology in my reading class.  F F F T T T 
 
What sorts of technology does your teacher use to help you learn to be 
a better reader? 
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How true or false is each statement for you? 
F F F T T T 
 
Definitely 
False 
Mostly 
False 
A little bit 
False 
A little bit 
True 
Mostly 
True 
Definitely 
True 
 
1 
The reason I do my reading assignments is so the 
teacher doesn't  
think I know less than other students. 
F F F T T T 
2 I want to do better than other students in my reading 
class. F F F T T T 
3 I like reading work I can learn from, even if I make a 
lot of mistakes. F F F T T T 
4 I do my reading assignments so others in the class 
won't think I'm dumb. F F F T T T 
5 I would feel successful in reading if I did better than 
most of the other students in the class. F F F T T T 
6 An important reason I do my reading assignments is 
because I like to learn new things. F F F T T T 
7 One reason I might not participate in my reading group 
or class is to avoid looking stupid. F F F T T T 
8 
I would feel really good if I were the only student in 
my reading group or class who could answer the 
teacher's questions. 
F F F T T T 
9 I like reading assignments that really make me think. F F F T T T 
10 One of my main goals in reading is to avoid looking like 
I can't do my work. F F F T T T 
11 I'd like to show my reading teacher that I'm smarter 
than the other students in my class. F F F T T T 
12 An important reason I do my reading assignments is 
because I want to become a better student. F F F T T T 
13 It's important to me that I don't look stupid in reading 
group or class. F F F T T T 
14 Doing better in reading than other students is 
important to me. F F F T T T 
15 I do my reading assignments because I am interested 
in them. F F F T T T 
16 An important reason I do my reading assignments is so 
I won't embarrass myself. F F F T T T 
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Appendix C 
 
Final Items to Assess Reading Self-Efficacy and Related Motivation Constructs 
 
General Reading Self-Efficacy (4 items) 
 
In general, how confident are you in your abilities in reading? 
How confident are you that you will do well in reading this year? 
How confident are you that you can learn to be a good reader? 
How confident are you that you will get an A in reading this year? 
 
Reading Test Self-Efficacy (3 items) 
 
How confident are you that you can do well on standardized tests in reading? 
How confident are you that you can do a good job on important reading tests? 
How confident are you that you can do a good job on the reading section of the CATS test? 
 
Self-Efficacy for Self-Regulated Learning in Reading (10 items) 
 
How well can you finish your reading homework on time? 
How well can you read if there are other interesting things to do? 
How well can you concentrate while you are reading? 
How well can you remember information that you read in your schoolbooks? 
How well can you get yourself to read? 
How well can you participate in reading class? 
How well can you arrange a place to read at home where you won’t get distracted? 
How well can you get help with reading if you need it? 
How well can you check to see if you understand what you are reading? 
How well can you get back on track with your reading if you are distracted? 
 
Self-Efficacy for Academic Reading (11 items)  
 
How confident are you that you can sound out words? 
How confident are you that you can understand all the words on a page in one of your   
schoolbooks? 
How confident are you that you can break big words into smaller parts (prefixes and 
 suffixes)? 
How confident are you that you can understand the main idea of a story? 
How confident are you that you can figure out the meaning of a hard word in a sentence? 
How confident are you that you can find important information in a passage? 
How confident are you that you can make predictions about what you are reading? 
How confident are you that you can sound like a good reader when reading out loud? 
How confident are you that you can understand what you are reading when you read 
 silently? 
How confident are you that you can read and understand one of your schoolbooks? 
How confident are you that you can read and understand a long chapter book? 
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Self-Efficacy for Extracurricular Reading (3 items) 
 
How confident are you that you can read and understand the newspaper? 
How confident are you that you can read and understand a magazine? 
How confident are you that you can read and understand a web page? 
 
Sources of Reading Self-Efficacy (25 items) 
 
Mastery Experiences (6 items) 
 
I do well on even the most difficult reading assignments.  
I do well on reading assignments.  
I got a good grade in reading on my last report card.  
Even when I practice, I do badly in reading. 
I have always been successful in reading.  
I make excellent grades on reading tests.  
   
Social Persuasions (6 items) 
 
My reading teachers have told me that I am good at reading. 
Adults in my family have told me what a good reader I am.  
Other students have told me that I’m good at reading.  
People have told me I have a talent for reading.  
I have been complimented for my ability in reading.  
Other students like to be in my reading group because I am good at reading.  
 
Vicarious Experiences (7 items) 
 
Seeing adults who are good readers pushes me to be a better reader.  
Seeing kids do better than me in reading pushes me to be a better reader.  
When I see how another student reads, I can see myself reading in the same way.  
When I see how my reading teacher reads, I can see myself reading in the same way.  
I imagine myself reading hard passages successfully.  
I compete with myself in reading.  
On reading tests, I always try to do better than I have before.  
 
Physiological States (6 items) 
 
Just being in reading group makes me feel stressed and nervous. 
Reading takes all of my energy.  
I start to feel stressed out as soon as I begin to read.  
My mind goes blank and I am unable to think clearly when reading. 
I get sad when I think about having to read.  
My whole body becomes tense when I have to read.  
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Reading Achievement Goal Orientation 
 
Mastery Goals (5 items) 
 
I like reading work I can learn from, even if I make a lot of mistakes. 
An important reason to do my reading assignments is because I like to learn new things. 
I like reading assignments that really make me think. 
An important reason I do my reading assignments is because I want to become a better student. 
I do my reading assignments because I am interested in them. 
 
Performance-Approach Goals (5 items) 
 
I want to do better than other students in my reading class.  
I would feel successful at reading if I did better than most of the other students in the class. 
I would feel really good if I were the only student in reading class who could answer the  
 teacher’s question. 
I’d like to show my reading teacher that I’m smarter than the other students in my class.  
Doing better in reading than other students is important to me. 
 
Performance-Avoidance Goals (6 items) 
 
The reason I do my reading assignment is so the teacher doesn’t think I know less than other 
 students. 
I do my reading assignments so others in the class won’t think I’m dumb. 
One reason I might not participate in reading class is to avoid looking stupid. 
One of my main goals in reading is to avoid looking like I can’t do my work. 
It’s important to me that I don’t look stupid in reading class. 
An important reason I do my reading assignments is so I won’t embarrass myself.  
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Appendix D 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for the Sources of Self-Efficacy,  
 
Achievement Goals, and Reading Achievement Outcomes 
 
Variables   M SD 
Language 
Arts  
Grade 
MAP  
Reading  
Score 
Teacher  
Ratings  
of Students’  
Reading 
Competence 
Minutes  
Read 
Daily  
Sources of Self-Efficacy       
Mastery Experiences 4.69 1.03      .27**      .40**     .35**     .30** 
Social Persuasions 4.11 1.23  .09       .24**     .22**     .30** 
Vicarious Experiences 4.14 1.04 -.06  -.04 .06     .23** 
Physiological States 2.25 1.22     -.15**     -.34**    -.26**   -.34** 
Achievement Goals       
Mastery 4.52 1.27 -.11 -.07  .00     .24** 
Performance-Approach 4.18 1.30 -.08  -.12* -.08 .02 
Performance-Avoidance 3.14 1.31     -.24**    -.28**     -.23**   -.14** 
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